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General Counsel
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999 E Street, N.-W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Attention: Mary L. Taksar, Esq.

G UdBEE 678

Re: MUR 4250
Dear Mr. Noble:

This is the response of the National Policy Forum ("NPF") to the complaint by the
Democratic National Committee ("DNC") against NPF and the Republican National Committee
("RNC"), alleging violations of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended
("FECA™).Y' On the basis of the considerations set forth below, there is no reason to believe
that a violation of FECA has been committed by the NPF (or, for that matter, by the RNC), or

to believe that the NPF is within the jurisdiction of the Federal Election Commission ("FEC"

or "Commission").

1

¥ NPF requests confidentiality in the handling of this Matter Under Review 2 U.S.C. § 437g(2)(12)

and 11 C.F.R. § 111.21. Designations of counsel have previously been filed pursuant to 11 C.F.R.
§ 111.23,
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The Allegations of the Complaint

The complaint alleges as violations of FECA that the NPF is "simply an arm or project
of the RNC," § 31, and that, "in the alternative," if the NPF is "deemed" "to be a separate
corporate entity rather than a project or arm of the RNC," § 34, then it is a political committee,
§ 37. The claims in the DNC complaint can be understood more clearly, however, if they are
set forth in a more straightforward and naturai order, reversed from the order in which the DNC
presents them. (Examination in that order also respects the existence of the NPF as a separate
corporate entity, which the NPF is.) The DNC's claims are, in more natural order: As
admitted in § 3 of the DNC complaint, the NPF is a separate corporate entity, and its articles
of incorporation confine its activities to those which a § 501(c)(4) organization is permitted to
perform. (1) However, it engages in activities whose purpose is to influence federal elections,
and, therefore, it cannot qualify as a § 501(c)(4) organization, and is a political committee. See
DNC complaint at §9 34-37. (2) Since it is a political committee, it can be questioned whether
it is "affiliated" with any other political committees in accordance with the criteria set forth at
11 C.F.R. § 100.5(g). On the basis of various subsidiary allegations, it is claimed to be
affiliated with the RNC. See id. at 1§ 28-33.

When the claims are set forth in this straightforward order, it is easy to see that the
DNC'’s claims actually are not claims "in the alternative” at all. Instead, the DNC’s claim (2)

depends on the truth of its claim (1): One does not even reach the question of affiliation with
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another political committee (claim (2)) unless one has first determined that the NPF is itself a
political committee (claim (1)).

Why has the DNC stated its claims in the reverse manner? So doing serves to disguise
the inherent weaknesses of the DNC complaint. First, putting the claims in reverse order
enables the DNC to obscure the fact that none of the FEC’s regulations -- including its
“affiliation" regulations at 11 C.F.R. § 100.5(g) -- apply to social welfare and charitable
organizations at all. The law provides that political committees are subject to the jurisdiction
of the FEC, and that different political committees may be considered for some purposes to be
a single political committee. 2 U.S.C. § 441a(5). The FEC’s "affiliation" regulations at 11
C.F.R. § 100.5(g) implement the law, by specifying how to determine when two political
committees be treated as affiliated (or, in the language of the statute, as a "single political
committee"). The law does not provide that a § 501(c)(4) corporation and a political committee
can be lumped together and treated as a "single political committee” -- yet that is what the DNC
complaint proposes to do. The DNC complaint disguises its strategy, first by blatantly ignoring
the status of the NPF as an independent corporate entity (it later suggests that the NPF could be
"deemed" to be one, which is absurd -- it is one), and second by simply attempting to apply the
affiliation criteria of 11 C.F.R. § 100.5(g) without mentioning the inconvenient fact that these
regulations do not apply to entities that are not political committees.

Additionally, the claim that the NPF is a political committee is expressed as a second,

weak "in the alternative" claim because the NPF clearly is ngt a political committee. When the
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allegations concemning the activities of the NPF are deflated of their rhetoric, it is clear that the
NPF has been involved in grass-roots issue development and issue advocacy, and definitely has
not undertaken any activities "for the purpose of influencing any election for federal office.”
2 U.S.C. § 431(8). As a result, there is no reason to believe that the NPF is itself a political

committee. But if there is no reason to believe that the NPF is a political committee, then there

is no second political committee with which the RNC is supposedly affiliated -- in short, the

question of "affiliation" simply does not arise at all.

An underlying, and misguided, motivation of the DNC complaint may be based on the
incorrect notion that donations to issue advocacy organizations more in fune with one political
philosophy than another should be reported to the FEC and counted as part of the receipts
belonging to the political committee with which the issue advocacy organization in question is
perceived to be aligned. By the same reasoning that the DNC has used, the FEC would, for
example, require the Democratic Leadership Council and the Progressive Policy Institute -- both
DNC-aligned organizations, one a § 501(c)(4) organization, the other a § 501(c)(3) organization
-- to be treated as "arms or projects” of the DNC? and to provide information on their
donations to the DNC, which in return would report such donations as part of the receipts of the
DNC. It would then be only a short step away to extend that reasoning to cover next, for

example, The Brookings Institution and various "think tanks" aligned with one political

¥  And, presumably, those two organizations wouid also be treated as "arms or projects” of each

other, thereby destroying the Progressive Policy Institute’s § 501(c)(3) status.
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philosophy or another -- or who have directors, officers, contributors or members who also
happen to belong to one or another political committee or party. This is not, however, what the
law provides.

There are obvious good reasons, in fact constitutional reasons, why the law and the
affiliation regulations do not extend so far as to encompass social welfare and charitable
organizations. To provide that these organizations might be treated as political committees, or
as "arms" of political committees, is to enter the perilous constitutional waters that Buckley v.
Valeo and its progeny have been set up to avoid:

On its face, the statute might seem to include as political committees . . . issue-oriented

groups . ... In Buckley, however, the Supreme Court explicitly recognized the

potentially vague and overbroad character of the ‘political committee’ definition in the
context of (the Act’s] disclosure requirements . . . .

The Buckiey court felt that a more expansive definition of ‘political committee’ would

have been constitutionally dangerous, since once any group of Americans is found to be

a ‘political committee’ it must then submit t0 an elaborate panoply of FEC regulations

requiring the filing of dozens of forms, the disclosing of various activities, and the

limiting of the group’s freedom of political action to make expenditures or contributions.
Federal Election Commission v. Machinists Non-Partisan Political League, 655 F.2d 380, 391-2
(D.C. Cir. 1981), guoted in Federal Election Commission v. GOPAC, Inc., 871 F. Supp. 1466,
1469 (D.D.C. 1994).

Finally, putting the claims in backwards order obscures the fact that the DNC is in effect
requesting the Commission to make a determination that actually is within the purview of the
Internal Revenue Service -- i.e., whether a given corporation qualifies for § 501(c)(4) treatment.

To attempt to accomplish this, the DNC has to ignore NPF’s separate corporate existence.

Thus, it talks, strangely, of “deeming” the NPF to be a separate corporate entity, when there

N ——— - - — rrr———— - e
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can be no question of "deeming": The NPF indisputably is a separate corporate entity. The
NPF also indisputably has Articles of Incorporation and By-laws that prohibit it from engaging
in the activities of a political committee. Of course, these are inconvenient facts the recognition
of which would derail the DNC’s complaint, so the DNC simply ignores them in its haste to try

to create an issue within FEC jurisdiction.

The NPF

The NPF is a non-profit corporation? organized under the Iaws of the District of
Columbia "to operate exclusively for social welfare purposes within the meaning of Section
501(c)(4) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986, as amended ...." NPF Articles of
Incorporation (attached to DNC complaint as Exhibit 1).¥ NPF’s Articles expressly provide
that NPF "shall neither have nor exercise any power of authority, either expressly, by
interpretation, or by operation of law, nor directly, nor indirectly, engage in any activity that
would prevent it from qualifying and continuing to qualify as an organization described in [26
U.S.C.] Section 501(c)(4)." Id. NPF’s purposes, as stated in its Articles of Incorporation,
include encouraging "the involvement of citizens in free and open debate, the public exchange
and development of ideas, discussions, dialogues, conferences, and discourses, to promote public

forums, seminars and colloquia and information dissemination to the general populace, to

¥  The NPF is not a "subsidiary" of the RNC. See DNC compiaint at { 28.

¥ The NPF's application for recognition of exemption from federal income tax under 26 U.S.C.
§ 501(c)4) is pending.
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develop a national Republican policy agenda and to serve as a clearinghouse for the collection
and review of research and ideas” on "issues of concern to or affecting the citizens of the United
States of America.” Id. These kinds of purposes are functionally indistinguishable from the
broad purposes of literally thousands of other social welfare and charitable organizations
organized to operate in accordance with 26 U.S.C. §§ 501(c)(4) and (c)(3).

The very point of the NPF’s existence is to develop ideas from the grassroots up, where
the best political ideas are developed in this country, and not from a political leadership dows.
The ideas developed from the NPF’s major project so far have been memorialized in a report,
Listening to America, a copy of which is enclosed. As the table of contents page states and the
report itself demonstrates, the NPF "is a broad-based, inclusive organization designed to go out
to the grass roots to listen to Americans about issues on their minds and to conduct a search for
‘ideas that work.”" The NPF deals in political philosophy, not in candidates or elections.

The complaint filed by the DNC does not allege NPF involvement in federal election
campaigns. The NPF has not contributed to, or made expenditures on behalf of, federal

candidates.¥ The complaint does not allege endorsements of or opposition to federal

¥ The NPF has borrowed funds from the RNC on an arm’s-length basis, that is; NPF has borrowed
at market rates from the RNC, and the NPF has already repaid most of such loans. Nothing, of course,
prohibits the RNC from lending funds to a § 501(c)(4) organization. The DNC’s claim that the
participants in NPF fora were invited "based on the status of those persons as ‘potential candidates for
the 1996 Republican presidential nomination’ is simply false; invitations were based on the fact that
individuals invited were prominent and informed on the policy topic in question, not on whether they
were or were not running for President. Surely the DNC cannot be suggesting that a person cannot be
invited to participate in issue discussion if he or she might become a candidate for President or other
federal office.
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candidates, through independent expenditures or otherwise. It does not allege that the NPF has
responsibility for the day-to-day affairs or operations of the Republican Party. In short, the
complaint lacks a factual basis for characterizing the NPF a political committee.

There are, of course, numerous mis-statements in the complaint, which, in view of NPE’s
status as a § 501(c)(4) corporation outside the ambit of FEC jurisdiction, do not require
refutation allegation by allegation. The DNC complains, for example, that the same individual
has a role in a political committee and also has a role in a § 501(c){(4) organization. One might
as well complain that a public official cannot attend church because that would violate the wall
of separation between church and state. It is a commonplace of life in the United States that
civic-minded individuals belong to and participate actively in a variety of different organizations.
This is unremarkable and desirable, not undesirable, as the DNC insinuates. It would be very
surprising if the ranks of persons actively participating in DNC affairs did not also include civic-
minded individuals belonging to and taking part in the activities of numerous different
organizations, including § 501(c)(3) charitable and religious organizations, and § 501(c)}(4)

organizations such as the Democratic Leadership Council.¥

¢ 1In its zeal to collapse separate organizations into one, the DNC even goes so far as to attempt to
collapse two individuals into one: The first NPF President was in fact Michae! Baroody, but he was
never "on the payroll of the RNC" during his NPF tenure, as alleged in the DNC complaint, § 9 and §
24(a). The Baroody listed on Exhibit 4 to the DNC complaint is Mr. Baroody’s son.
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Conclusion

In light of the above considerations, we respectfully submit that there is no reason to

believe that a violation of FECA has been committed by the NPF.

Johnt R. Bolton
R, Carter Sanders

Lemer, Reed, Bolton & Sanders, LLP
815 Connecticut Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006

Thrnns Joek.

Nicholas F, Coward
Thomas Peele

Baker & McKenzie

Attorneys for
National Policy Forum
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BYLAWS
Conformed copy
1/3/95 OF THE
NATIONAL POLICY FORUM

ARTICLE I. PURPOSE

Section 1. The purpose of the National Policy Forum is exclusively for social welfare
purposes as set forth in the Articles of Incorporation. In pursuing such purpose, the
National Policy Forum shall not act so as to impair its eligibility for exemption under Section

501(c)(4) of the Internal Revenue Service Code of 1986, as amended.

ARTICLE II. OFFICES

Section 1. The registered office of the National Policy Forum shall be at Suite 550,
1156 Fifteenth Street, N.-W., Washington, D.C. 20005, or such other location in the District
of Columbia as the Directors may from time to time determine.

Section 2. The National Policy Forum may also have offices at such other places as

the Directors may select and the business of the National Policy Forum shall require.

ARTICLE III. MEMBERS
Section 1. The National Policy Forum shall have no members.

Section 2. The Directors may create such classes of "membership,” such as
y P
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contributing members or honorary members, as the Directors see fit, but such persons shall
not have the right of members under the District of Columbia NonProfit Corporation Act

of 1962, as amended.

ARTICLE IV. DIRECTORS

Section 1.  Powers. The Directors shall have all powers and duties for the conduct
of the activities of the Nationai Policy Forum except as otherwise restricted by these Bylaws
or a resolution duly adopted by the Board.

Section 2. Number, Appointment, Term. The Board of Directors shall consist of
not less than three (3) nor more than twenty (20) persons. Directors shall be appointed by
the Chairman of the Board at the annual meeting. Directors who hold elected positions in
federal state or local government shall be appointed to serve a term of four (4) years or
until their terms of office have expired and they have not been re-elected, whichever is less.
Directors who do not serve as elected officials on the federal, state or local level shall serve
a term of four (4) years until their successors are appointed and qualified. As nearly as
possible, an equal number of terms shall expire each year.

Section 3. Removal. Any Director may be removed from office, without the
assignment of any cause, by a vote of a majority of the Directors in office at any duly
convened meeting of the Board, provided that written notice of the intention to consider

removal of such Director has been included in the notice of the meeting at which such action
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is to be considered.

Section 4.  Vacancies. Vacancies among the Directors may be filled by the
Chairman of the Board by appointment, and each Director so chosen shall hold office until
the end of the term of the Director replaced and shall hoid office until the next successor
is elected and qualifies or until the Director’s earlier resignation or removal pursuant to
Sections 2 or 3 above.

Section 5. Quorum. A majority of the Directors shall constitute a quorum of the
Board for the transaction of business. The act of the majority of the Directors present at
a meeting at which a quorum is present shall be the act of the Board (except that an
affirmative vote of two-thirds (2/3) of the entire Board shall be required with respect to any
amendment to these Bylaws or the Certificate of Incorporation.)

Section 6. Yote. Each Director shall be entitled to one vote. No proxy votes shall

be permitted.

Section 7. Waivers of Notice of Board Meetings, Adjcurnments. Notice of a meeting
need not be given to any Director who signs a waiver of notice whether before or after the
meeting, or who attends the meeting without protesting, prior to the conclusion of the
meeting, the lack of notice to such Director of such meeting. Neither the business to be
transacted at, nor the purpose of, any meeting of the Board need be specified in the notice
or waiver of notice of such meeting. Notice of an adjourned meeting need not be given if

the time and place are fixed at the meeting adjourning and if the period of adjournment
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does not exceed twenty days in any one adjournment.

Section 8.  Regular Meetings. A regular annual meeting of the Board for
appointment and election of officers and such other business as may come before the
meeting shall be held upon not less than ten days written notice of the time, place and
purposes of the meeting. The Board must provide for at least one additional regular
meeting which may be held in accordance with the resolutions adopted at any meeting of
the Board. In the absence of such a resolution the Board will meet at the call of the
Chairman.

Section 9.  Special Meetings of the Board. Special meetings of the Board for any
purpose or purposes may be called at any time by the Chairman or a majority of the Board.
Such meetings shall be held upon not less than two days notice given personally by
telephone or upon not less than four days notice given by depositing notice in the United
States mails, postage paid. Such notice shail specify the time and place of the meeting.

Section 10. Action Without Meeting: The Board or any committee of the Board may
act without a meeting if, prior or subsequent to such action, each director or committee
member shall consent in writing to such action. Such written consent or consents shall be
filed with the minutes of the meeting.

Section 11. Meeting by Telephone: The Board or a committee of the Board may
participate in a meeting of the Board or such committee, by means of a telephone

conference or any other means of communication by which all persons participating in the
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meeting are able to hear each other.
Section 12. Committees of the Board: The Board, by resolution approved by a

majority of the entire Board, may appoint (from among the Directors) one or more

committees, of one or more members (which may include persons who are not Directors,

provided that at least one member of each committee shall be a director and that any act

of any committee which has members which are not Directors shall be advisory, shall not
bind the Board or the Corporation and shail be subject to Board approval) each of which,

to the extent provided in the resolution, shall have and may exercise the authority of the

Board, except that no such committee shall:

(a) make, alter or repeal any Bylaw of the National Policy Forum;

(b) elect or appoint any officer or director, or remove any officer or director;

(c) make any grants or distribution of funds; or

(d) amend or repeal any resolution previously adopted by the Board.

The Board, by resolution adopted by a majority of the entire Board, may:

(a) fill any vacancy in such committee;

(b) appoint one or more persons to serve as alternate members of any such
committee to act in the absence or disability of members of any such committee with all the
powers of such absent or disabled members of a committee;

(c) abolish any such committee at its pleasure; or

(d) remove any members of such committee at any time, with or without cause.
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A majority of each committee shall constitute a quorum for the transaction of
business and the act of the majority of the committee members present at a meeting at
which a quorum is present shall be the act of such committee.

Each committee shall appoint from among its members a chairman unless the
resolution of the Board establishing such committee designates the chairman, in which case,
in the event of a vacancy in the chairmanship, the Board shall fill the vacancy.

Actions taken at a meeting of any such committee shall be kept in a record of its
proceedings which shall be reported to the Board at its next meeting following such
committee meeting, except that, when the meeting of the Board is held within two days after
the committee meeting, such report shall, if not made at the first meeting, be made to the
Board at its second meeting following such committee meeting.

Section 13. Compensation: Neither Directors nor officers of the Board shall receive
any fee, salary or remuneration of any kind for their services as Directors or officers,
provided, however, that Directors and officers may be reimbursed for reasonable expenses
incurred with approval of the Board upon presentation of vouchers.

Section 14. Officers. At its annual meeting, the Board shall elect from its members
a Chairman and Secretary-Treasurer, and such other officers as it shall deem necessary, each
of whom shall serve for a term of two years and may succeed themselves. The Chairman
of the Board shall select a President, who need not be a Director, with the concurrence by

the Board, and who shall serve at the pleasure of the Board. The Board, by resolution
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adopted by a 2/3rds vote of the entire Board, may remove any officer, with or without cause.
The duties and authority of the officers shall be determined from time to time by the Board.
Subject to any such determination, the officers shall have the following duties and authority:

(a8) The Chairman of the Board shall preside at all meetings of the Board
of Directors, and shall have other such duties and such other powers as may be vested on
the office by the Board of Directors.

(b)  The Secretary-Treasurer, who may not be an elected official of the
federal, state or local government, shall have custody of the funds and securities of the
corporation and shall keep or cause to be kept regular books of account for the corporation
and shall cause notices of all meetings to be served as prescribed in these Bylaws and shall
keep ar cause to be kept the minutes of all meetings of the Board. The Secretary-Treasurer
shall have charge of the seal of the corporation and shall perform such other duties and
possess such powers as are incident to the office or shall be assigned from time to time by
the Chairman or the Board.

(¢)  The President shall be a compensated employee and shall be the Chief
Executive Officer of the Corporation and have the duties and responsibilities of conducting
the affairs of the National Policy Forum and carry out the duties of office in accordance with
the directions and poiicies of the Board, subject to the right of the Board to delegate any
specific powers as allowed by law; and shall execute bonds, mortgages, and other contracts

requiring a seal, under the seal of the Corporation, and when authorized by the Board, affix
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the seal to any instrument requiring the same.
(d) Assistant Treasurers, if elected, shall have such duties and possess such
authority as may be delegated to them by the Treasurer.
{e) Assistant Secretaries, if elected, shall have duties and possess such
autharity as may be delegated to them by the Secretary.
ARTICLE V. BYLAWS
Section 1. Force and Effect of Bylaws. These Bylaws are subject to the provisions
of the District of Columbia NonProfit Corporation Act (the Act) and the Certificate of
Incorporation as they may be amended from time to time. If any provision in these Bylaws
is inconsistent with a provision in the Act or the Certificate of Incorporation, the provision
of the Act or the Certificate of Incorporation shall govern to the extent of such
inconsistency.
Section 2. Amendment to Bvlaws. These Bylaws may be altered, amended or
repealed by a vote of 2/3 of the Board. Written notice of any such Bylaw change to be
voted upon by the Board shall be given not less than 10 days prior to the meeting at which

such change shall be proposed.
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ARTICLE VI. INDEMNIFICATION

Section 1. Indemnification. The National Policy Forum shail indemnify to the
full extent permitted by law any person made, or threatened to be made, a party to an
action, suit or proceeding (whether civil, criminal, administrative or investigative) by reason
of the fact that the person, or the person’s testator or intestate, is or was a director or
officer of the National Policy Forum, provided however, that no persons shall be entitled to
indemnification pursuant to this Article in any instance in which the action or failure to take
action giving rise to the claim for indemnification is determined by a court to be wilful

misconduct or recklessness.
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“Republican party
leaders yesterday
dusted off an old idea
that they hope will
make the GOP the
party of the future.
Seeking to reinvigo-
rate its ranks after
lesing the White
House last year, the
party kicked off the
process to scour the
country for new ideas
and bulld a2 consensus
within the GOP
heading into 1996,

“Attributing last
year’s defeat to the
party's failure to
stand for anything,
Republican National
Committee Chairman
Haley Batbour said,
‘We Republicans need
to regain our position
in this country as a
party of principle and
a party of ideas.’”
—Washington Post,
9/29/63.

LISTENING TO AMERICA 2

© INTRoDUCTION

Having spent the last year listening to
America, I am sure of one important
point: Americans want an alternative to
the big government, high tax, regulatory
agenda that is currently being pursued in
Washington.

Such an alternative agenda must be
founded on the belief that individual
freedom and individual responsibility are
far preferable to government power and
government responsibility. That belief
resounded through the comments and
views of more than 177,000 people who
have participated in the first phase of
Listening to America—an incredible,
inclusive process that led to the publica-
tion of this summary—the first report of
the National Policy Forum (NPF), a
Republican Center for the Exchange of
Ideas.

As you read the 14 summaries, you will
observe that a fundamental belief and
commitment to individual freedom and
responsibility permeates the policy posi-
tions—whether they are positions in
favor of positive changes in laws, regula-
tions or standards; or positions in opposi-

tion to bad policies that adversely affect
our families, communities and nation.

Among the ideas in this report are
these:

¢ Economic policies that would stimu-
late growth through lower taxes and
reduce the deficit by less spending;

¢ Education reforms like school cheoice
and more parental involvement in com-
munity—not federal—control of schools;

* Trade policies based on open
markets and free trade coupled with
global competitiveness unburdened by
excessive taxes and regulations;

e A commitment to a strong national
defense and foreign policy;

e Emphasis on strong law enforce-
ment, tough sentencing and criminal
control, not palliatives like gun contro}, to
reduce violent crime;

e Support for specific, targeted
reforms—not a government-run health
care system—to solve the problems
facing health care without destroying the
system that gives us the finest medical
care in the world;

* Regulatory reform and balanced



that
- are based on science and risk assessment
and do not unnecessarily burden the

environmental protection policl

economy;
¢ And welfare reform and other social
policies that empower individuals and
increase their opportunity, responsibility
and self-esteem instead of offering incen-
tives for dependency and illegitimacy.

As you read Listening to America, it
will be obvious what we are for, and you
will also observe that the views advo-
cated in this volume are consistent with
those held by a majority of Americans.
They are not “Republican” ideas per se; in
fact, many who joined us in our process
are not Republicans. This led us to
remind ourselves that the Naticnal Policy
Forum is a Republican Center for the
Exchange of Ideas, not a Center for the
Exchange of Republican ldeas.

Nevertheless, it is quite evident that
the views expressed in this initial report
are an accurate reflection of the policies
Republicans in federal, state and local
government have advocated and sup-
ported. And where these Republicans
have had the power to implement poli-
cies and programs based on these ideas,
those policies and programs have
worked.

The Reagan policies of economntic
growth through low taxes led to the
longest peacetilne economic expansion
in American history and the creation of
more than 18 million new jobs. The
strategic doctrine of peace through
strength generated policies that led to the
demise of the Soviet Union, the collapse
of communism and Western victory in the
Cold War. Ideas have consequences,
issues matter, and public policy based on
the right principles succeeds.

But public policy is too important to
allow it to be developed apart from the
participation and scrutiny of the public.

What better example could there be
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than the Clintons' proposal for govern-

ment to take over and run the health care
system. Crafted in secret by an elitist
crew of policy insiders and partisans,
support for the plan has steadily declined
as the public has learned what is actually
in it. Its terrible flaws have become more
and more obvious. Today even its original
proponents and sponsors cannot defend
its major elements—and most have quit
trying.

Thus, from its formation last summer,
the National Policy Forum has had the
goal of being a participatory institution,
open to all who want their voices heard
and their ideas considered in the public
policy debate. We made it clear that one
did not have to be a Republican to partic-
ipate, and as we hoped and expected,
many Democrats and Independents did
participate.

What was not expected, or even
dreamed of, was the magnitude of the
participation. More than 177,000
Americans have participated in the initial
phase of National Policy Forum’s work.
Needless to say, we were overwhelmed at
times—but thrilled.

The process that led to their participa-
tion was based on our belief that good
ideas and policy are more likely to origi-
nate outside the Washington, D.C,,
beltway than inside it. Therefore, in

Chairman Haley
Barbowy welcomes
NPF board members
U.8. Sen. Don Nickles,
State Sen. Teresa
Lubbers and the
Honorable Williom
Brock at the first
Friends of the
Forum reception in
Washington, D.C.
Mayor James Garner
stands behind the
chairman.



“Another reason

for the new forum

is Barbour's view
that Bush lost in
large part because
Republicans failed to
get his message to
voters.

“ ‘Most Repub-
licans agree we did
not do a very good
Job in 1992 of letting
the American people
know what we were
asking them to vote
for,” Barbour said.
‘And we need to give
people something to
be for. It is not
enough for us today
to just oppose
Clinton. We want a
party that is centered
on ideas.’ ™
—~Phitadeiphia
lnqpirer, 9/29/93.
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developi¥® policy, the Forum sought
the ideas of nonelected, non-
Washingtonians—the people who have to
pay the taxes and live with the laws and
regulations.

The principal operating arras of the
National Policy Forum are its 14 policy
councils.

Each council has co-chairs who are
highly respected leaders with recognized
experience and knowledge in the policy
area around which the council is orga-
nized. They provide outstanding leader-
ship for the councils and the Forum itself.

The majority of the members of each
council, however, arve neither elected offi-
cials nor Washington insiders. Most come
from the private sector, although gover-
nors, U.S. senators and representatives,
state legislators and other state and local
elected officials also serve on every
council.

The councils held more than 60 public
forums from coast-to-coast between
November 1993 and June 1994. They also
held scores of smaller meetings. More
than 10,000 people attended the public
forums, with crowds ranging from a few
dozen to several hundred. Forums were
televised. Local media coverage was
almost invariably attained, and it was
usually very favorable. Frankly, the media
seemed surprised that the forums were
not about politics in the election sense
but actually about public policy.

Attendees were surprised, too. They
were surprised that the elected officials
who served on the Listening Panels were
there to listen. One of my favorite stories
came out of the event in Billings, Mont.
Sen. Malcolm Wallop of Wyoming, who
cochaired the Natural Resources and
Energy Policy Council with Reagan
administration official Wendy Gramm,
opened the floor after the last witnesses
had made their presentations. The first
four participants in the audience all asked

Wall’questions. After answering the
fourth question. Sen. Wallop said to the
group, “We're glad to answer your ques-
tions, but we really came here to listen to
you.” Neediess to say, the audience was
flabbergasted. Most elected officials want
to talk, and the fact that the officials who
participated in our public forums were
there to listen made a favorable impres-
sion on everyone.

Another principal source for this
report was the Republican National
Committee. The RNC developed a 26-
section survey which included 159 ques-
tions about public policy, ranging from
defense to education, taxes and crime.
They mailed it to more than 800,000
Republican households across the
country.

More than 134,000 people took the 30-
45 minutes necessary to respend to this
survey. The RNC shared the results with
the National Policy Forum, so it could
benefit from the input of this huge sample
of public opinion. This survey is the
largest public policy research project ever
undertaken by a political organization.

Listening to America primarily
reflects the views expressed at the
forums and in the survey. It also includes
the opinion of nearly 40,000 additional
people who were involved with the
Forum through other avenues.

The policy councils digested and con-
sidered the recommendations and opin-
ions of these participants and presented
them in this report. But the nearly 1,000
mermbers of the councils will continue
deliberations and consider proposals
that have been or will be received in the
coming months. Listening to America is
the initial report of the National Policy
Forum. A final report will be issued in
the spring of 1995.

Between now and the publication of
the final report, the policy councils will
expand their deliberations. They will con-



sider the development of issue this
fall's campaign and will seek increased
input from elected officials. Therefore,
the final document will result not only
from Listening lo America at the grass-
roots level, but it will also reflect long in-
depth consideration of these policy
proposals.

1 know Listening to America and the
full policy reports and white papers to be
published by the councils in September
will stimulate debate and pave the way
for the development of a positive alterna-
tive agenda for this country. It is crucial
that such an agenda be developed and
advocated.

Today the five biggest institutions in
U.S. public policy—the White House,
Congress, the bureaucracy, the news
media and the special interests—are all
pursuing a big-government agenda. They
call for higher taxes, more spending and
increased regulation. They believe gov-
ernment is the answer to every question.
If a problem exists, they look for a gov-
ernment solution.
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America needs an altem.a to this
big-government agenda. The majority of
Americans want Jower taxes, less spend-
ing and fewer regulations. The National
Policy Forum is in the process of devel-
oping just such an agenda.

When you read Listening to America,
I hope it inspires you to consider our
ideas about good public policy and stim-
ulates you to share your recommenda-
tions and opinions with us.

The first phase of the National Policy
Forum’s work was intensely participatory
and concentrated on reaching out to
those at the grassroots who have much to
share with us. As we continue this
process, we welcome the ideas of
Americans like you. Please consider this
my persecnal invitation to you to join us in
the National Policy Forum in our effort to
develop a positive alternative agenda for
America.

Haley Barbour
Chairman
National Policy Forum
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‘ ® LISTENING TOAMERICA ®

] At grassroots-level public forums in communities
across the country, the National Policy Forum

k has changed the dynarnics of the national policy
debate. Instead of focusing on what a few

national “experts” have to say, the Forum has

created a dynamic dialogue that reflects the

ideas of people who pay taxes, not just
those who spend them.




“Others sald opportu-
nity was unattainable
for hlack Americans
because of the educa-
tion system and
welfare. Some people
advocated allowing
school choice; others
said there was a need
for entrepreneurship in
the black community.
... Communication,
economic empower-
ment, personal
responsibliity and
strong familles were
among the solutions
offered by audlence
members to achieving
opportunities for
Americans.”
—Danville (Va.)
Register and Bee,
4/9/94.
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® FREE INDIVIBUALS IN

A FREE SOCIETY

allion.

“My vision is real simple. I'm an American. I
can define myself. I krnow what my identity
is."—Bill Thomas in Greensboro, N.C.

What seems simple to Bill Thomas, an entrepre-
neur from Tidewater, Va., confuses some who
are called the nation’s “elites.” But Mr.
Thomas—and many others we have listened
to—believe that simply saying “I'm an
American” is saying a lot. He meant it more than
just a statement of nationality; he meant it as a
point of pride—a boast that being an American
makes him a free individual in a free society.

There is a gulf that divides the pride and cer-
titude of a Bill Thomas from the cultural confu-
sion of these “elites” who have so much
influence over policy, over the messages of
entertainment and other elements of the
popular culture, and over education and the
media. That gulf explains why listening to
America in the 1990s can both dampen the spirit
and lift the heart.

Like Bill Thomas, most Americans still seem
confident about themselves, sure about their
goals and values. The great majority we heard
from still live, work, worship and raise families
within a fairly definite framework of right and
wrong,

But many of the schools they send their chil-
dren to, the criminal justice system they used to

-F

count on and the very political process our
freedom depends on seem to operate ouiside
that framework. It is their government they are
not sure about. They feel it doesn't represent
them well,

Their government seems to them to conduct
public policy that's at odds with public opinion
on issues ranging from homelessness to drugs,
from subsidies for offensive art to the question
of whether religion has a place in the public
square. Many major institutions seem to operate
by a different set of rules and on a different set
of assumptions than the majority of Americans.

Many we heard from would agree with
Myron Magnet, who wrote in Commonsense,
NPF's journal: “We've had a 30-years’' experi-
ment with living by the values of the cultural
revolution, and now the resuits are in.” Many,
too, would agree with council Co-chair William
Bennett: “It is not that we live in a society com-
pletely devoid of virtue, Many people live well,
decently, even honorably. There are families,
schools, churches, and neighborhoods that
work. There are places where virtue is taught
and learmed. But there is a ot less of this than
there ought to be. And we lknow it."

At forum after forum held by this and other
NPF councils, we heard citizens' anger and
noted their distrust. But we also heard their
ideas, ideals and determination.



“One solution lies in taking back on'ities,
. one block at a time, one neighborhood at a time
and injecting a sense of community back into
the way we live our lives every day,” said
Arkansas legislator Jim Keet at our forum in
Little Rock. He must have had in mind Thelma
Moton, who told us she had concluded that
since she couldn't change Washington, D.C., she
would change her own town of Conway, Ark.
And she’'s doing it, working with teenagers—five
of whom were with her at the forum—to shape
character and discourage teen pregnancy.

We found people all over America, looking
less to government than to themselves, helping
one another within their families and through
their neighborhoods, churches and communities.

In Kent, Wash., former White House staffer
Greg Alex told us how his Matt Talbot Center is
helping homeless people find their way back
into the Seattle community—and he's doing it
without government funds.

Sheila Reed Palmer told us of her tenant
management of public housing in Tampa, Fla.

In Greensboro, N.C., Jack Dunn told us of his
efforts to help inner-city youngsiers in North
Carolina get the most out of education.

In Orlando, Fia., deacon Mark Rivera told of
intercepting kids whom the experts call “at risk”
and diverting them from a path that might end
up in criminal careers.

The examples are endless. It's a good
country, with good people in it. We know—
we've been listening. But currents of anger run

[n Dallas, Texas, Rick Webber sounded a
recurring theme regarding threats to our eco-
nomic freedom. He asked us to “think back to
our immigrant forefathers who left oppressive
governments that were taking the fruits of their
labor away from their families, and who were
always looking over their shoulder to see if
there was a government agent checking up on
them. We are quickly becoming the kind of
country our forefathers left.”

“The truth is,” said Bill Thomas, “we have
lost our moral values. We've lost our family.
We've lost the character in our communities.”

-

Teenagers whe joined
Thelma Moton at

the Little Rock forumn
talked about the
importance of indi-
pidual character and
how famities, neigh-
bhorhoods, cliurches
and communilies,

nol govermment, are
where vivene is taugh!
and learned.

“The family is the
only foundation that
makes a nation men-
lally, physicaliy and
spiritually strong.”
Nona Brazier



Co-Chairs: William .J.
Bennetl, co-director
of Empower America,
was President
Reagan’s Secretary
of Education.

Carol lannone is a
prafessor at New York
University's Gallatin
division amd vice
president of the
National Association
of Scholars.

We heard over and
over that the destrue-
tion of the family
and policies that
encourage that trend
are among our
biggest problems.
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l)urim’lr forum in Greensboro, N.C.,
Chuck Muller told us, “The basic thing 1 think is
wrong with our society is the destruction of the
family.”

In Fort Mitchell, Ky., a mother impatient to
get home to her family from our evening
meeting stayed late to tell us that she knew well
her responsibilities to her children: get them to
school, feed them, shelter them, teach them
morals, teach them ethics and teach them reli-
gion. “I thought that was my job," she said. “1
thought teachers got paid for academics.”

The audience applause made clear she was
not alone in thinking that schools are taking
over what parents think to be their job-—teach-
ing morals and values,

These concermns run deep. They affect the
way people live their lives and earn their living.
They affect the economy in which they must
operate and the communities in which they live.
They affect their families and their children—
the source of the passion that emerged in our
forum meetings. Finally, they affect the spirit.

Blending alt the voices we have heard into a
single presentation is not easy. Many thanked us
for our efforts to listen to America, adding, “It's
about time!” that someone did. We return the
thanks and acknowledge our obligation to
demonstrate that we understand what we have
heard and will report it faithfully to policy-
makers.

Here, in this report, we try to make a start
with some basic principles. We offer five princi-
ples drawn from our conversations with
Americans:;

1. The ability of individuals to use and enjoy
their freedom depends on the strength of

sociapn'vate institutions to act as buffers to
the power of government, protect against it and
offer alternatives to it. Churches, civic and
neighborhood groups, unions, trade and other
professional organizations are some of these
mediating institutions, but the first arnong them
is the family.

2. The survival of political and social liberty
depends upon the maintenance of economic
freedom and opportunity. While political liber-
ties have expanded significantly in recent times,
their underpinnings—citizens' freedom from
economic constraints imposed by govern-
ment—have grown weaker. For the sake of
maintaining full American liberty, we must
make the restoration of those underpinnings a
top priority.

3. Public discourse in a free society must be
guided by civility and rooted in reason, not by
the formulas of “political correctness,” which
are rooted in emotion and limit freedom in the
guise of preserving it.

4. Individuals have rights. The Declaration of
Independence declares these rights to be
“unalienable” and “endowed by their Creator.”
In the Constitution, these rights are enumer-
ated. Groups on the other hand—*“factions” in
the founding fathers’ termainology—often have
separate interests and agendas, and legitimately
so. The important difference between rights and
interests, however, ought not to be confused—-
especially by our government,

5. Freedom without religion is an edifice
without a cornerstone. A political order based
upon the “laws of nature and of nature's God"
undermines its own legitimacy when it drives
religion from the public square.

>
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STRENGTHENING ©

THE FAMILY

“We cannot change Washington. We need (o
embrace our children, roll up our steeves and
cach one of us ask ourselves the question:
What can I do about tie problem? We need to

make a difference.”—Thelma Moton in Little
Rock, Ark.

Listening to America has brought its surprises.
Perhaps the most startling has been the strong
public response to our invitation 1o discuss
strengthening the family. The role of the family
is all-encompassing: to protect, provide for and
educate the next generation. passing on to it the
values and principles that ensure the nation's
stability and productiviry.

We discovered, however, The publics con-
cerns could not be contained within that trane-
work. On almost every issue considered by our
other panels—education, crime. health, the
economy—ihe speakers came back to the same
point: the family rmatters.

With sweeping unanimity, peopie insisted
that unless America’s family life is restored. we
as a nation will never be able to deal with the
array of issues currently consuming the ener-
gies of government and the resources of taxpay-
ers. What we heard only reinforces the findings
of a national survey commissioned by the
Family Research Council:

* 72 percent of respondents say changes in

famity life over the past three decades “have
generally been for the worse.”

¢ 66 percent of adults believe “children are
generally worse off today™ than when they
themselves were voung.

Governient policies have a lot to do with
why Americans have such negative feelings
about family life today. While the financial
demands of government at all levels have
become a crushing burden on their household
budgets, federal social policies have under-
mined their childrens schoots, endangered their
neighborhoods and subsidized assaults on their
religious beliefs,

To puwt this more positively, the American
people want public policy to:

o understand the unique Toundational role of

the family in our society;

» suppott strong, responsible families;

» restore collapsed or broken families:

s and, (o the greatest extent possible,
remove governmental intrusion into  family
jife.

It isn't government by itself that irks the
American faily, it's big government. In 1O,
federal spending hir a new high of $1.5 irillion:
also breaking reeords was  the tax burden on
the average tamily. This vear. families will pay 40
percent of their income in federal, state and
local taxes. "We're all paying taxes. and what do

“The issue of welfare
dependency was a
frequent topic at
Thursday's session.
The lack of an incen-
tive to get off public
assistance was
brought up by several
speakers and pan-
elists concurred that
the business sector
must get involved by
providing johs for
those on assistance.
“One suggestion
from the audience was
toc give businesses
incentives to hire
welfare recipients.
“Roy Innis, national
chairman of the
Congress of Racial
Equality and a Demo-
crat, added. ‘It’s our
intent to break the
system, but not the
morality of those in
the system.” "
—The Milwauvkee
Journal, 3/11/94,



Co-Chaivs: Nona M.
Brazier is co-owner
of Northwest Recovery
Systems, Inc. in
Seattie WA, an envi-
ronmental and waste
nanagement consull-
ing firm,

Gov. Tommy G.
Thompson of
Wisconsin has won
national recognition
Jor his innovative
leadership in welfare
and education
reform.
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we get f(’ asked someone at our forum in
Kent, Wash. “More taxes!” came an iminediate
reply from another attendee.

In 1948, a median-income family of four paid
virtually no income tax and only $60 in Social
Security taxes, Today, that same family pays 40
percent of its income to taxes. Measured by
their average aftertax, per-capita income, fami-
lies with children are the lowest income house-
hold group in America.

Across the country, we found parents out-
raged not only about the financial burden of
taxes but about the lack of resuits from
Washington's use of their hard-earned money.
They just don't feel they're getting their money's
worth.

A young woman in Kent, Wash., lamented
that her family could not atford to buy a house
even though her husband made a good living.
“We cannot afford a house, because government
money is going to things that don’t even pertain
to the community.”

‘Family time famine’

Today’s financial crunch is also tied to a more
ominous pressure on the family, what has
been called the “family time famine,” In 1965,
parents spent, on average, about 30 hours a
week with their children. By 1985, parent-
child time together had dropped to just 17
hours a week. The parents we listened to
expressed their frustration with having too
little time with their children and wondered
aloud how they can work so hard and still not
get ahead.

Nothing would benefit families more than a
significant reduction in the size and scope of
government. That would make possible a dra-
matic reduction in their tax burden, which, in
turn, would allow them to redirect their time
from earning to parenting,

When people across the country discuss
bloated, ineffective government, one proposi-
tion meets with wide agreement: our welfare
system is a disaster. The people it was
designed to help have been caught in the trap
of its perverse incentives. Through the
current welfare system a single mother is
guaranteed a paycheck as long as she does
not work and does not marry a working male.
The system is such that illegitimacy and
dependency are subsidized while marriage
and work are taxed.

“(.!rnment. has ftruly failed with our
welfare system. It’s failed for the children, it's
failed for those on welfare, it's failed for the tax-
payer—and [ know we can come up with some-
thing better.” said Wisconsin Gov. Tommy G.
Thompson at our forum in Beloit, Wis,

Thirty percent of the babies born today are
bom to single mothers, a rate five times what it
was 30 years ago. Two out of three black chil-
dren are now horn out of wedlock, up from 25
percent in 1965. Scholar Charles Murray asserts,
“Illegitimacy is the single most important social
problem of our time.”

Failed welfare policies contribute to a
decline in the stahility of the family unit and
are a true “root cause” of our most serious
social problems. Children born out of
wedlock are three times as likely to fail in
school, twice as likely to commit crimes and,
if they are girls, more than twice as likely to
bear children out of wedlock themselves.
Congress of Racial Equality Chairman Roy
Innis summed it up at our Beloit forumn: “The
people that lost out the most on this welifare
were children.”

What should he done about the welfare
program? One thing is clear: actions beyond a
were tinkering are imperative. For instance:

¢ (rovernment must stop subsidizing illegiti-
macy and enabling parents to avoid responsi-
bility for their chiidren. We must end the
enabling factor of benefits that lead to
increased teen pregnancy, forcing young
mothers and their children into an unending
cycle of poverty.

* Work must be required in exchange for ben-
efits, and benefits must be time limited.
Overhauling the welfare system should not
simply replace one form of entitlement, i.e.,
cash benefits, with others such as training, edu-
cation and government work programs.

s The federal government must end its stran-
glehold on the regulations concerning public
assistance, allowing states to more easily launch
bold innovations to truly end “welfare as we
know it."

Many states have already instituted reforms,
and more would do so if the official hand of
Washington were removed from their necks.
The citizens of Wisconsin, proud of their state’s
pioneering approach tc welfare reform, cited
Gov. Thompson's innovations to encourage
parental responsibility and other initiatives,



such as time- limited benefits. Clear[®8uccess
is possible when change is initiated and
managed by those closest to the programs: the
taxpayers, beneficiaries and public officials in
states and localities. As a case in point,
Wisconsin has witnessed an almost 20 percent
reduction in its welfare rolls; the state has
reduced its welfare rolls more than the rest of
the states combined.

While some in Washington think the easy
way out of the welfare quagmire is more educa-
tion and training, most Americans know the real
answer is work. “The best way we learn how to
work is to work,” observed Harvard professor
Larry Mead. He reflects the views of many when
he said. “The opportunity ladder begins with
that first job, not with permissive training
programs.”

If federal officials want to stem the tide of the
welfare state, they need only to do what we
have done: listen to what Americans have to say
about welfare. It is not callous or mean-spirited.
It tells the hard truth.

Facing hard truths can build strong charac-
ter—and a strong society. There are many
individuals across the country who are taking
it on themselves to support strong responsi-
ble families within their own communities.
There are local groups such as the Delaware
Family Foundation, encouraging responsible
fatherhood., There are individuals, such as
Greg Alex of Seattle, who are assisting in the
recovery of drug addicts. In Kentucky, we
visited with families teaching their own chil-
dren; home schooling is a dramatic illustra-
tion of how parents are reasserting their
rights—and their responsibilities. “We must
go home and personally try to make a differ-
ence. We need to take personal responsibility
and work toward generational wellness,” said
Thelma Moton, quoted earlier.

Throughout the country there is a common
concern about what kind of aduits today’s chil-
dren will become. Will they live by the values we
have been guided by, or will they become ethi-
cally alien to us and earlier generations? Wil
their culture be an extension, indeed an
improvement, of our own, or will social changes
make them strangers to us?

Those questions underlie many of the spe-
cific issues covered in other sections of this
report: prayer in schools, outcome-based educa-
tion, drug abuse, sex and violence in the enter-

tainment industry and, of course, abortion.
When a Nebraska-borm Republican on the West
Coast called “family vaiues” a “thinly veiled,
negative, anti-abortion message” and “a dead
issue,” another member of the audience
responded, “the abortion issue is not dead, not
while lives are being taken, and not while my
tax dollars are paying for it.” Whenever the issue
arose, the latter sentiment was the majority
position.

What united the members of our audience in
all parts of the country was a willingness to
fight for their families and the future of their
children. Troubled though people are about
current trends toward social disintegration,
they have not given up on themselves or their
neighbors. “They have taught us our greatest
lesson in listening to America,” said council Co-
chair Nona Brazier. “The family is the only foun-
dation that makes a nation mentaily, physically
and spiritually strong. National policy must
return to—and flow from—this fundamental
truth.”

“More than 100
people attended the
forum, and most
seamed to agree it
was time to get tough
on longtime welfare
reciplents and those
who don't pay child
support. One young
walfare mother in the
crowd sald welfare
reciplents ‘want to
work.” "

—Wisconsin Staie
Journal, 3/11/94,



“As the format
promised, most of the
talk Wednesday night
came from ordinary
Lubbockites instead
of politicians.”

—The Lubbock
(Texas} Avalanche-
Journal, 3/31/94,
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MPROVING SCHOOLS

AND EDUCATION

“Our future depends on the education of our
children, and nothing is more important.”
—JLisa Allen in Lubbock, Texas.

As we listened to America, education, more
than any subject, provoked passion. Not only
parents, but heroic teachers and able adminis-
trators who stand on education's front line
have a common complaint: that someone
farther away and further up the line now con-
trols what goes on in the classroom. There isa
popular revolt brewing. Parents and teachers
in communities all across the country are
furious that something sc basic as teaching
our children can go so wrong. After all, these
schools are their schools, and their children go
to them.

“If someone would have ever told me [ was
going to be losing sleep over my children's edu-
cation, I would not have had children, And I am
losing sleep over my children’s education,” said
Bob Boswell at our forum in Ft. Mitchell, Ky
The powerful emotion is, in large part,
explained both by the vital importance
Americans attach to education and by the deep
meaning they give it.

On the first point, its importance, we know
that Lisa Allen is right: Our future does depend
on education—our future as a nation and each
of our children’s individual futures as adults.

Education must prepare them for the tasks of
adulthood, give them the skills necessary to
work and to live and to support a family in the
21st century, And parents are up in arms with
schools that fail at this.

On the second point—its meaning—edu-
cation means passing on to another genera-
tion the values and virtues that tie them to
those who came before, tie them to each
other and maintain the continuity of civiliza-
tion. Education also means affirming the
ideas on which the American proposition
rests and reinforcing citizenship. Which is
why a veteran teacher won applause at our
forum in Maine when she told us, “Every day
in my classroom I start with a flag salute, a
moment of silence and a song—because we
are Americans, and that's the beginning of
unity.”

Everywhere we went, we heard with remark-
able consistency what parents, teachers, stu-
dents and administrators consider the basic
elements of a good school. Whether we were in
California, Florida, Maine, or all cur stops in
between, we heard parents, teachers and stu-
dents insisting on the same core essentials:
basic academics, discipline in the schools,
choice, parental involvement, caring, responsi-
ble teachers, more local control and far, far less
government intrusion.



In their own words
“All 1 hear from parents is, please. have them
teach my children to read. to do basic arith-
metic. Teach them how to speil. Teach them
history. Teach them geography, and forget all
this other junk."—Judi Hahn, Ohio Board of
Education.

“When you take discipline out of the class-
room, you ruin any opportunity the child has of
leamning.”—Jeff Layne, a father from Richmond.

“The only way to ensure quality education is
to speak up and to have a voice on where we
want our kids to ge¢ to school."—Rick
Williamson, another Richmond father.

“We're just making the schools worse, not
better, by having more control. And at the
national level, we don't need more testing, we
don’t need more national requirements for edu-
cation. Let’s do it here."—Mackie Bobo, an
administrator and former teacher in Lubbock,
Texas.

“From the mouths of students comes "if my
parent cares, | will perform.” "—Jeff Cooche, a
parent from Albion, Maine.

“Teachers know the potential present in their
students. Expect students to excel and they
will."—Scott Dadich, a high school senior in
Lubbock, Texas.

ABCs of education reform

There is an intense desire for reform that is
reflected in an overwhelming call for school
choice and choices. We heard from many like
Toni O'Hare Tucker in Lubbock, Texas, who
argued for a system that lets “a child and a
parent, a family [come] together to be able to
choose where and when to spend their tax
dollars for education.” Lacing the wide support
for such a voucher system is a skepticism bom
of concerns about intrusive government. Sherry
Myers, a mother in Lubbock, wamed forum
attendees, “Before you request a voucher
system with, quote, ‘no strings attached,’ look at
history and realize that what you'll get is going
to be federal control.”

But choice means more than vouchers to
many we met, Choice includes magnet schools,
charter schools. private schools, youth appren-
ticeship programs. And it can mean greater
selection {rom among a greater variety of good
schools. As Waterford School Board member
Russell Gyson told us in Maine: *[ am an advo-
cate of school choice. I promote the idea of a
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voucher systemn. But I think as many options as
we can give parents and students [is] what we
ought to go for.”

In Cincinnati, we visited the Hughes Center.
Intensely popular with parents, students and
teachers, the Hughes Center’s five magnet
schools widen options for children interested in
careers in technical and specialized fields of
health care, communications and computer
science. Its High School for the Health
Professions, like most successful magnet
schools, grounds students in the basics while
also preparing them for a career. Lynn Olman,
president of the Greater Cincinnati Hospital
Council, made a telling point about cornmunity
involvement. The school for the health profes-
sions, she said, “started not with educators, It
started in our business because we faced and
continue to face a shortage of skilled profes-
sional workers for our health care community.”

Govs. John McKeman of Maine and Tommy
Thompson of Wisconsin have crafted youth
apprenticeship programs providing workplace
training and a bright future for students not
planning on college. The father of one appren-
tice told us of his son and “the changes I've seen
in his commitment to himsel.” We visited a
National Guard boot camp for high school

In Richmond, Va., the
Jorum focused on the
basic objectives of the
educational system
and the home school-
ing alternative.

“Many who spoke
were teachers who
said they have not
been given proper
training but are
expected to use
new techniques and
programs. Parents
also voiced concerns
that included:
“Lumping
students of different
ages and those with
different abilities in
one ungraded class.
“Trying to teach
values and morals in
the classroom instead
of leaving it up to
parents.
“Mandating too
much, too fast.
“Allowing family
resource centers to
offer information
about birtih control.”
-——The (Florence, Ky.)
Recorder, 12/15/93.



Co-Chairs:
Lamar Alexander,
Jormer governor of
Tennessee and
Secretary of Education
in the Bush admin-
istration, chairs
“The Republican
Neighborhnod
Meeting,” a4 monthly
srtellite television

program.

Lynn Martin,
Jormer Secretary of
Labor and U.S. repre-
sentative (IL-12th),
chairs Deloilie &
Touche's Council on
the Advancement of
Women and holds
the Davee Chair

at the Kellogg
School of Business,
Northwestern U.
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dropout.ryor, Okla. Like many such schools
across the country-——where discipline is a domi-
nant feature—it gives a second chance to hun-
dreds of kids, kids who were on their way to the
criminal justice system or just on their way to
nowhere. One of them, Cadet David Priest, told
us: “I had given up on the school system. It was
a big joke, [but] this academy has given me a dif-
ferent outlook on my goals. I'm planning on
going to college and doing something with my
life rather than just being a bum.”

We heard, as well, the needs of children who
come to school from families and neighbor-
hoods that surround them with drugs and vio-
lence or from families who just don't care. “You
dont just abandon them or kick them when
they're down,” said Kay Mink, a science teacher
in Lubbock. “Many of these children have been
ahandoned too many times already.”

For these children, Rob Smith in Portland,
Maine, urged provision of school-based ser-
vices—not of the politically correct sort that so
inflames many parents we heard from—but to
heip children learn, provide a safe place to study
or mentors to guide children through the maze
of destruction, frustration and a sense of help-
lessness. Acknowledging “some people don't
want the public schools to have to pick up this
role,” Rob insisted that “if we're ever going to try
and change the direction our society’s heading
in, whether it be crime, domestic violence, alco-
holism, drug abuse, we're really going to have to
make an effort.”

We went looking for ideas that work in edu-
cation, and we found many more than we report
here. Importantly, we found an explosion of
reform, where parents, teachers and communi-
ties are fighting to take charge of their schools
and school systems.

As we traveled around the country, a pattern
and process for successful reform are emerging,
The structure, the elements of reform, has at its
core an insistence on a basic academic curricu-
lum and clear, high standards. Built around this
core is a widening circle of choice; among
schools and types of schools, from charter and
magnet schools to youth apprenticeship pro-
grams. Choice also includes different teaching
styles, from the academically rigorous seminars
of “Paideia” to the disciplined environments of
the boot camps we saw. And schools should
provide for appropriate services, again, not the
politically correct sort, but services for children

nee.extra help. All these prograrus, all these
choices have at their core basic academics with
the specialty programs determined by the
parents, teachers and communities to best fit
the needs of their children and the world they
are preparing to enter.

Where reforms work, their design involved
parents, teachers and the local community. In a
number of cases, leadership at the state level has
brought about effective reforms. State-struc-
tured reforms are successful only where gover-
nors and state superintendents work closely
with parents, teachers and local leaders and
involve them in the reform process. Michigan,
Ohio and Wisconsin offer three such examples.

Often, the biggest obstacles to reform are
posed by entrenched bureaucracies and the
leadership of teachers’ unions out of touch, not
only with the desires of parents, but even with
the thinking of many teachers in their member-
ship. Most distressing, and perhaps most pre-
dictable, where reform has gone wrong are
those cases where educators and state legisla-
tors and officials craft total overhauls without
the involvement of parents, teachers and local
communities. Lois Schoborg told us in Ft.
Mitchell that Kentucky's reform was “a top-
down thing inflicted upon us. Teachers have no
say. The people have no say.”

No so-called reform generated more fury
than Outcome-Based Education (OBE). The
education elite supporting OBE hijack the uni-
versal desire to know exactly how schools, stu-
dents and teachers are doing and distort schools
into engines of social reform. Lil Tuttle, co-
founder of Academics First, contrasts OBE with
the “traditional academic model” that keeps a
“focus on developing children’s intellects.” She
explains that schools using OBE “direct as
much attention to the social, emotional and per-
sonal domains as they do to the intellectual
domain. Children decide for themselves what
they want to learn, and when. Curriculum and
instruction are designed to develop self-esteent.
Children aren’t promoted, they can’t be failed,
and letter grades aren’t given because of the
impact it has on their self-esteem.”

OBE is in place in Kentucky. It was voted
down last fall in Virginia. It is being tested and
considered in many states. We went to
Kentucky. We went to Virginia. In Kentucky, Lois
Schoborg told us, “I see children that cannot
read and write. We have something called cre-



ative spelling.” In Richmond, John Dal} ather
of five, was “convinced that this push toward
OBE is going to ‘dumb down’ our children into
mindless drones.” A mother in Virginia told us
that she ‘“resigned as an English teacher
because I got in trouble with the county for
teaching subject-verb agreement to college-
bound seniors.”

We found widespread dismay among parents
about certain ideas, like OBE, that don't work.
Often such ideas represent to them an uncon-
scionable willingness by experts to experiment
with their children. As Gina Bondick said in
northern Kentucky, “1 very much resent my chil-
dren being used as guinea pigs at the sake of
their education.” A growing number of parents
feel forced to give up on the schools altogether
and take on the job themselves. We are grateful
to Dawn and Brian Henderson and Jane and
Steve Barnett of Taylor Mill, Ky., for inviting us
into their homes to meet them and their chil-
dren/students and to learn more about the
growing practice of home schooling—how it
works, and that it works.

A good education begins with good teachers.
We heard a lot from parents about teachers and
a lot from teachers about teaching. Discussions
about teaching all revolve around accountabil-
ity. Parents want good teachers for their kids.
Parents want teachers heid accountable; teach-
ers want to be held accountable. Parents want
to know how their children are doing; teachers
want the right tools to tell students exactly how
they are doing, And teachers are furious when
tests, the key to accountability, are bad tests and
when bureaucrats get in the way of accountabil-
ity. Linda Hawkins, who has taught in Kentucky
for 24 years, told us, “This test is not testing
what we teach. I know what | have taught those
children. It breaks my heart to look at those test
scores.”

In conclusion

America’s schools will do much to shape the
future of America. While enormous improve-
ments must be made in the face of complex
problems, there are programs, projects, schools
and school systems that work. And while there
is no one silver bullet of reform that by itself is
the answer to what ails American education, the
reforms happening all across this country
provide guideposts to the future. Parents and
teachers know what they want their school to
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be, the core essentials we heard everywhere we
went. These have guided reforms that have
proven successful: they ought to guide ail
reform. And people know what reforms, what
choices make sense for their communities and
for their children. The answers are not found in
federal agencies, in one-size-fits-all national
solutions or the dictates of government. The
task for Republicans and for all who share these
views is to ensure that communities are free to
make the reforms that work and to resist or
discard the reforms that do not.

Any commurily that wants good schools,
wants high standards, wants tests that allow
us to hold the system accountable, wanis to
give parenis choices of many different schools,
can do that, We know what to do. If we will
simply put the responsibility back wohere il
should be and give teachers and parents and
cveryone involved with children a chance to
rearrange the schools in a way that fits fami-
lies the way familics are todny, then we can
have the very best schools in the wortd,"—
Lamar Alexander

“"As a teacher and parent, I know e must
commil to schools that work. In America,
schools should be the voute to a belter tomor-
row, tie way to bind a nation together. Today,
they too ofien yeinforce what doesn’t work—
what can’t work. The rvesull: our childven are
cheated of their future. We mneed honest
appraisals and honest discussion of where we
are aid where we want (o go. The Republicon
Party must lead and propel the changes that
work."—Lynn Martin

Sherina Johnson, a
senior at Hempsteacd
High School and
member of Teachers of
Tomorrow, testified al
the Hempstead, N.Y.,

Jorum.

“Yonight, area resi-
dents, whatever their
politics, can be part
of the America the
policy formulators are
listening to, ... It's an
important chance to
speak up. More than
60 such forums are
being held throughout
the country. Maine
voices deserve to be
strongly heard.”
—Portiand {Maine)
Press Herald,
4/6/94,



“One message that
came out from both
the panel and audi-
ence members was
that social responsi-
bility begins with the
family and the com-
munity.
“{Alexandria, Va.,
Vice-Mayor Bill)
Cleveland discussed
how getting involved
with neighborhood
watches or helping
young adults can
have a great impact
against criminals.”
—The Fairfax (Va.)
Journal, 5/27/94.

“The intensity of the violence is worse than it
has ever been before. Younger and younger
people are committing violence as they never
did before. We have the unfortunate situation,
[ think, of being a society that has 13-, 14- and
15-year-olds killing others with no remorse, no
conscience—no feelings about it. Taken
together, those things make us wonder whal is
happening to our society.”—Dan Lungren in
Fullerton, Calif.

We began with the thought of going to the
neighborhoods that make up America’s cities
and towns to discuss policies for renewing
them, for addressing their problems and for
invigorating their economies. From the collec-
tive experience of council members long
involved with such issues, we adopted as
working hypotheses the following: economic
revitalization depended on control of crime, and
neighborhoods that weren't safe places to live
could hardly be safe places to work or invest.

Put differently, in the wards of council
member Deborah Daniels, the first ruie for revi-
talizing our communities must be “Safety first.”
Months later, informed by all we have heard
since, we persist in that view.

Though we have traveled the country to get
outside of Washington, D.C., one encounter that
occurred just one exit off the beltway, in Fairfax

County, Va., makes a large point. OQur discussion
of criminal justice at Hayfield High School had
gone on for more than an hour. From state offi-
cials, former prosecutors, student and audience
participants, we had heard a variety of views
about the issues of crime and personal safety
when the microphone found its way to Joan
Fredericks.

Admitting that she didn't like talking before
crowds, Joan went on to say that this was a
crowd she needed to address. She then held up
a picture of her husband, her son and herself
and, letting it take the place of the proverbial
1,000 words, Joan chillingly described it as “a
picture of what my family used to look like.”

Less than a year before, she recounted, teen-
age carjackers shot and killed her 38-year-old

TIME SERVED % REARRESTED
(IN MONTHS) WITHIN 3 YEARS
0-B 1.2
7-12 4.6
13-18 3.0
19-24 4.6+
25-30 80.7
31-38 613
37-60 68.0¢
61+ 483«

SOURCE: BUREAU OF JUSTICE STATISTICS



husband, Dale. a member of the l.Marine
Band. "They saw our G-year-old RX-7." she told
us, "and they said. “That's the one | want.” " And
they killed him for it.

Victim. The word often seems devalued by
its current overusage in public discourse. But
not in the case of Dale Fredericks, his widow
and his son. On June 11, 1993, the entire
Fredericks family became true victims. In the
11 months that passed between the night of
Dale’s murder and the night of our meeting at
Hayfield High, Joan Fredericks has been vic-
timized again and again as (rial dates for the
accused assailants were set seven times and
were postponed seven times.

We heard personal accounts that were all too
similar in other meetings across the country.
From Sharon Boyer in Cincinnati and Hazel
Korol in Texas, from Pollv Demma  in Florida
and Collene Campbell in California. and from
council members John Ireland. Jack Collins and
John and Patsy Gillis in California. we heard
from victims and the families of victims, telling
their individual story, not asking tor sympathy
but demanding justice. They have a right to it.

Listening to them shaped our view that the
criminal justice system has been warped by
assigning relatively more weight to the rights of
the accused than to the rights of their victims.
Victims of crime are too often victimized again
by a system that compounds the injury of crime
with the insult of procedural delay and endless
appeal, prolonging the uncertainty that justice
will ever be done. The pursuit of justice is no
game: yet we have a crimiinal justice systein that
can be played as if it were.

Just as “victim” is devalued by overuse and
misuse. s0 too is the concept of rights. Our
usage here is deliberate, though. Victims have
rights, the first of which is the right to be pro-
tected from beeoming victims in the first place,
Americans have a right to be governed by those
who understand, as Thomas Jefferson did, that
“the first aim of government is to protect life.
Abanden that and you have abandoned all.”

Principles and ideas

As the National Policy Forum traveled through-
out the country listening to peoples’ ideas on
how to make neighborhoods safe and prosper-
ous, we received invaluable input and insights
from teachers, parents, judges, law enforcement
officials and many others serious about improv-
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ing their own communities. Listed below are the
recurring themes expressed by those voices.

o Strong families and safe neighborhoods are
central to the developrient of our core values
and the foundation of our society. As Bill
Thomas told us in Hampton, Va., “The truth is,
we have lost our moral values. We have lost our
family. We have lost our character in our com-
munities. What we have to do, though, is pick
our chin up, regain our moral character and
move forward,”

* Neighborhoods should be secure havens,
where violence and fear do not define the
common culture. Neighborhoods in swhich trust
and interdependence characterize the relation-
ships among people will produce neighbors who
live with an attitude of hope and confidence.

e (ommunity-based action is essential to
make neighborhoods safer places to both live
and work as well as Lo provide the foundations
for economic revitalization. Bill Bennett told us
at the Columbus, Ohio, forum about the resi-
dents living in the suburb of South Linden:
“They described safety as the major issue facing
them. They feared the drugs, the gangs, the
prostitutes and the break-ins. The plan devel-

At the Fairfax, Va.,

Jorum, Joan

Fredericks chillingly
tescribes “a picture of
what my family used
to look like” before

the murder of her
husband, Dale, a
member of the U.S.
Marine Band.

“Blamed for a growing
wave of violent crime
was everything from
a breakdown in the
family to a lack of
discipline. There was
talk of children
without hope and
without role models,
of an 11-year-old
gang-raped by 14- and
15-year-olds, and a
pregnhant 14-year-old
mother of two
charged with grand
theft.”

—The Orlando
Sentinei, 11/16/93.



Co-Chairs: U.S.
Representative
Deborah Pryce (OH-
15th) is a former
Judge and prosecutor.

William P. Barr
served as LS.
attorney general

in the Bush admin-
istration.
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oped b).residents included increased police
protection and presence, including stepped-up
street patrols, installation of secure doors, lights
in the alleys and installation of playgrounds and
community gardens to encourage people to be
outside and in the neighborhood.”

Bennett went on to explain that “after the
homes were rehabilitated and crime reduced
somewhat, the residents began to work on
getting their general education diplomas and
participating in job training programs, family
budgeting, substance abuse programs, child and
adult day care and other issues.”

¢ Crime violates the concept of community
by its threat to the safety of those who live
there. Violent offenders must be removed from
our neighborhoods and communities it we are
to have any chance of making them prosperous
and secure places in which to live.

¢ Incarcerating chronic offenders works. It
reduces crime. Approximately 4 to 7 percent of
all viclent offenders are responsibie for com-
mitting more than half of all violent crimes,
according to criminal justice studies. Targeting
this categary of career criminals for imprison-
ment will reduce the incidence of violent
crime.

» Violent offenders who happen to find them-
selves out of prison are most likely to spend
their time committing additional crimes.
According to a 1991 Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco
and Firearms report of armed career ¢riminals,
the inmates studied each committed an average
of 160 crimes per year.

Discussions on our prisons and our penal
system flowed naturally from our forums on
safe neighborhoods. Do they work? Are they
cost-effective? If we have a record number of
criminals in prison, why is crime still a problem?
What we learned, from listening to citizens and

TIME SERVED: 1ST RELEASE FROM STATE PRISON

MOST SERIOUS MAX. SENTENCE TIME SERVED
OFFENSE (MEDIAN) (MEDIAN)
ALL CRIMES 4YRS. 1 YR. I MO. 2
VIOLENT CRIMES 5 YEARS 2YRS.2MOS. (42)
MUEDER 16 YRS. 5YRS.6MOS. (379
RAPE 8 YRS. JYRS.0MOS. (%)
ROBBERY 6 YRS. 2YRS.3MOS. (38

NOTE: A SENTENCE LENGTH IS THE MEDIAN [F HALF THE SENTENGES ARE LONGER AND HALF ARE SEORTER.

SOURCE: BUREAY OF JUSTICE STATISTICS

PRIOR SENTENCES OF STATE INMATES 1986

PROBATION ANDVOR PERCENT
INCARCERATION OF INMATES
NONE 18,5+
JUVENILE 10.6
ADULT 5.4
80T bRl
NUMBER OF TIMES
i} 18.5:
1 8
2 1654
35 26.0
6-10 126
11 OR MORE 8.6

SOURCE. BUREAU OF JUSTICE STATISTICS

tracking down the research, suggests to us the
following:

¢ [t costs more not to put violent offenders in
prison than it does to keep them there. We
leamed from the Bureau of Justice Statistics that
direct costs to victimis in 1992 was $19.2 billion,
but Vanderhilt University professor Mark Cohen
found that the total direct and indirect costs of
crime to society might be as high as $178 billion.

A study by the BOTEC Apalysis Corp., in
Cambridge, Mass., found that it costs between
$:34,000 and $38,000 a year {o keep a criminal in
prison: released and allowed to commit more
crime, that same prisoner will cost society from
$172,000 to $2.3 million a year.

* In 1960, there were (2 prisoners for every
1,000 violent crimes, according to Princeton
University professor John Dilulio, and in 1990
the numbers were the same. This confirms the
common sense we heard from Americans, most
of whom do not think America’s crime problem
comes from pulling too many offenders in jail,

Solutions
Citizens told us they think criminals should
setve their full sentences. They are outraged that
this rarely happens. They may not know the sta-
tistics—a 1988 survey of 36 states and the
District of Columbia found that violent offenders
served on average only 42 percent of their sen-
tence—but they know it's a serious problem.
And they know they want the problem solved.
Having listened attentively, we recommend
strengthening the weaknesses of our criminal
Jjustice system as follows:



¢ Abolish parole as the federal system has
done.

® End micromanagement of state prisons by
the courts. Practically everywhere we went,
state and local officials voiced compiaints
similar to that of Ohio LL. Gov. Mike DeWine:
“Virtually every decision we make in our prison
system today is done because a federal judge
has told us to do that. This goes for everything
from recreation. to food. to housing.” As
Michael Block and Steven Twist pointed out in
NPF's journal, Commonsense, the standard of
living for prisoners has risen 40 percent faster
over the last 30 years than the median income
for law-abiding citizens.

e Streamline the appeals process so that,
among other reasons. convicted violent offend-
ors can't manipulate it and thereby prolong their
abuse of their victims.

e Adoption by the states of a “Victims’ Bill
of Rights,” including their right to a speedy
trial of the accused: their right Lo be informed
of their rights at the crime scene (in the same
way that suspects must be Mirandized); and
their right to be represented in community
efforts, such as neighborhood advisory crime
councils. Victims, Sharon Boyer told us,
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“receive two open wounds. First, the crime;
second, the treatment by the criminal justice
system.”

The current juvenile justice system, a relic
from a more innocent time, teaches youthful
offenders that “crime pays and that they are
totally immune and insulated from responsibil-
ity," observed Florida Juvenile Judge Charles
McClure.

Substantial reform is needed here: It must
certainly include broadening the possibility for
trving violent juveniles as adults and making

juvenile records available to adult sentencing

authorities so courts will have a complete
picture of prior oifenses.

Also in Florida, Polly Demma, a teacher,
insisted that “if a child cannot go to school
without fear of being raped, robbed or even
murdered, then nothing else government does
really matters.” She's right—and while we strug-
gie with the complex problems of violent crime
in America, she offers us another compelling
reason why greater parental choice in schools
needs to be considered and reminds us that
what is true of the revitalization of our commu-
nities is true equally of the education of our chil-
dren: the rule is “Safety first.”

Citizens told us crim-
inals should serve
their full sentences
and are outraged that
this rarely happens.

“It's not Oprah or
Donahue, but city
residents will get a
chance Thursday
night to register their
opinions on ways to
make thelr neighbor-
hoods safe and
prosperous.”

—The Columbus
(Chio) Dispatch,
4/2/94,
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ECONOMIC GROWTH AND

WORKPLAGE OPPORTUNITY

“Gross domestic product growth is driven by
Jjob creation, driven by education, driven by the
avaiability of finding good, quality people to
run our industry.”—Ray Lewis in Atlanta, Ga.

“‘When you combine a 31 or 36 percent federal
lax rate to state and local Laxes, 15 percent for
both sides of FICA and then Medicare taxes, the
Juct is P'm working more for Congress than [
am for myself and my family.”—Todd Taskey
in Rockville, Md.

The econcmic growth of the 1980s created more
than 18 million jobs, recaptured for the United
States its place as the world’s largest exporter
and drove personal income up and unemploy-
ment, inflation and interest rates down. More
than any government program, growth
enhanced workplace opportunity; it released
entrepreneurial energies; it helped restore
American hopes that the future could be better,
for ourselves and our families.

Government didn’t do it. The American
people did, in an economy fueled by millions
of private decisions. Government created
the climate for it. As Virginian William
Thomas told us: “Government shouldn’t be
in business. Government should be a facili-
tator.” In the Eighties, that's what Re-
publican government tried to do—adopt
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policy that made it easier for the economy to
grow, by cutting taxes, restraining spending
and easing off on the federal regulatory jug-
gernaut.

The Nineties differ, to be sure. International
competition is tougher than ever, and it wiil be
an increasingly important factor in economic
growth. Listening to America reassures us that
growth-—solid, stable, durable econcmic
growth and the jobs and opportunity that go
with it—remain for Americans the overriding
objectives of federal economic policy.

How to achieve it—and how to sustain it?
These are the questions we are listening to
Americans about. From our discussions in
Dallas, Jackson, Atlanta, Yorba Linda,
Rockville, San Antonio and elsewhere, a clear
nmessage emerges from their answers: For
opportunity, jobs, and the economy to expand,
government must shrink. America can regain
unlimited opportunity if we limit government in
the critical areas discussed below: taxes, regula-
tion, spending, debt and monetary policy.
Successful limits on government will create the
fiscal and monetary policy needed for economic
success. Making government smaller, shifting
resources back to businesses and families, will
make government intrusion much less costly
and remove it from many daily decisions it cur-
rently regulates. Repeatedly and insistently we



heard Americans say reduce the burde.nxes.
Some we heard see a sense of the absurd in
ewrrent government behavior. As Alina Butler of
Columbus, Chio, told us: “Federal dollars, which
are basically recvcled local dollars, go to
Washington and they come back. When they go
to Washington. they are kind of humble, com-
monsense dollars. They come out of people who
were doing labor 10 produce those dollars—
good honest labor. And they come back kind of
all covered with ‘thou shalt’ and ‘thou shalt nots.’
You can hardly see the commonsense in them.”

Tax policy

People spoke clearly on the need to shift away
from the tax burden on families and businesses.
We heard a plea for faimess. simplicity and
lower rates. The Forum's council on strengthen-
ing the family heard from many parents nearly
exhausted by the financial burdens of raising a
famiiy who are angry and resentful about tax
burdens. On average, taxes of all kinds take 40
percent of their income. Unlike their parents 40
years ago, parents of today work almosi as
much to support government as to support. their
families.

Proposals for simpler individual taxes are
widely discussed. The appeal of lower rates is
broad, as it is for reforms that yield simpler
filing and compliance. Businessien, concerned
about the financial burden on their companies.
similarly resent additional 1axes. Families and
businesses are still taxed on inflation, because
assets, like the family farm or home, are held for
long periods. Much inflation, as well as real
capital appreciation. is retlected in the nominal
sales price and taxed when longheld assets are
sold. Personal exemptions for family members
have not kept up with indation compared with
their value in 1950. That purchasing power of
the exemption in 1050 dollars should be
restored by increasing the exemption amount.

To protect tamilies and businesses against
future inflation, exemption amounts and asset
purchase prices must be fully indexed. To offset
present inflation, cost recovery should be accel-
erated, preferably by allowing expensing or, at
the least, by accelerating depreciation sched-
ules. If the objective is cconomic growth, we
have to end anti-growth tax policy that discour-
ages the efficiency and modemization—in a
word the “competitiveniess"—that such pur-
chases make possible. Simple low rates across
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broad tax bases provide long-teﬂ‘ble incen-
tives for businesses and households to increase
their income. A simplified federal income tax
with lower rates represents a major first step in
meaningful reform.

Federal budget restraint

We heard from many that a line-item veto for the
president would put teeth in efforts to effec-
tively limit federal spending by spending caps.
This would give the president the power almost
every governor has to say “no” to specific spend-
ing that doesn’t make sense, doesn't fit with pri-
orities, or is simply an outrage.

Fundamental reform of the process is
needed, and many of the people we listened to
seem more than ever convinced that we must
amend the Constitution to require a balanced
budget. To implement a balanced budget, some
felt the Gramum-Rudman Deficit Reduction law
should be restored and strengthened,

Government spending has run out of control
under the Democratic-controlled Congress of the
fast 30 years in part because the budgeting
process is separated from taxes: federal govern-
ment programs never come with a tax price
attached. implying that there is a “free lunch”
that somebady else is paying for. Many people at
our forums have called for an honest account of
where their federal tax dollars go. The founding
fathers expected that citizens would be informed
about government in order to controi it. With
computerized information, the government
could easily provide a straightforward account-
ing to citizens of how their tax dollars are spent,
and taxpayers would “see how much is going for
all entitlements,... how much is going toward the
debt and then the rest of it,” as Hugh Davis of
Crownsville. Md., told us. Knowledge in the
hands of taxpayers is an important first step to
control government growth.

Getting federal regulation under control
Along with the policy councils on legal and reg-
ulatory reform and on smali business and entre-
preneurship, we heard widespread complaints
about overregulation, micromanagement of
business by government, and the added burdens
of cost, paperwork and inefficiency that result
from the continuing explosion of government
regulations. Their impact on our ability to
compete internationally is severe.

The Council thinks the federal government

“Mr. Sullivan's litany
of government
abuse—10 increas-
ingly unintelligible
sets of laws and
regulations over the
past 10 years—
should have been
piped into the indus-
trialized world’s
ministers assembled
for Detroit's ‘Job’s
Summit.’

“Instead, Mr.
Sullivan and other
local business execs
spoke to a Natlonal
Policy Forum, ...
These National Policy
Forums were founded
on three solid
premises: that ideas
have consequences,
that pofitical parties
are a prime purveyor
of ideas, and that
ideas originate
outside Washington."
—HKen Adelman, The
Washington Times,
3/18/94.
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shouid uired to determine the costs of reg-
ulation yearly, and it should make those costs
clear to Americans who pay then, in a “regula-
tory budget.” We join the other councils in urging
a uniform “sunset” provision to require periodic
review of all new and existing regulations.

A regulatory reduction commission, fuhc-
tioning much like the defense base closing com-
mission, was suggested as a way to reduce
reguiatory burden in the economy. The business
community would assist in identification of a
package of regulatory reforms and budget
reductions by agency, and Congress would vote
yes or no on the whole package without
changes, thus avoiding the targeted special
interest pleadings that often dilute regulatory
and budget reform.

Make smart investments in

training American workers

Net pay for Amnerican workers increases when
productivity increases and the cost of produc-
tion decreases for American producers. Jobs
increase when American producers become
more productive at home and more competi-
tive abroad. People we've listened to are
angered and frustrated by a federal govern-
ment that doesn’t understand this basic fact of
work life and designs policies that decrease
our competitiveness at home and abroad,
shrink American pay checks, discourage
investment in people and tools in the work-
place, and destroy jobs.

Workplace training should focus on the
private sector and the creation of an environ-
ment where business and the education system
cooperate to advance programs that meet
employer’s needs as well as provide employees
with the prospect of future career growth.
Effective workplace training that is connected
10 the real world of the private sector —and
actually conducted there—is what is nceded.
What i1s not needed is just another government
{raining program, or {raining entitlement, that
has been elaborately designed by bureaucrats
and academics but is unrelated to the way reai
workers and real employers operate and work
together.

The problem of bureaucratized government
programs and outmoded skills was pinpointed
in Northridge, Calif., by NPF witness Robert B.
Ormsby, former president of Lockheed Aircraft:
“The problem seemed clear enough to me: train-

ing .gra.ms not connected to job needs...
many of the state-funded Vo-Tech schools had
curricula... concentrated on training welders.
These schoois had their heritage firmly rooted
in World War 11 days.” Much of the out-of-date
focus of government-driven programs persists
as we celebrate the 50th anniversary of the D-
day invasion,

Many corporations spend significant
amounts of corporate budgets on training to
upgrade the skill levels of their workers.
Technology-intensive growth industries, such as
telecommunications, computer services, enter-
tainment, publishing, insurance and financial
services, require training for future job opportu-
nities. Less technology-intensive industries such
as travel (computerized airline and rental car
reservations), hospitality (worldwide 800 reser-
vations) and construction are increasing the use
of technology. Telecommunications and elec-
tronics play an increasingly important role in
education and training and should be encour-
aged. Robert L. Silverman, CEO of the Winter
Group, reflected this trend in Atlanta: “l leamed
management from Thomas Watson Jr. at the
IBM Company, and 've tried 10 take his ideas
and employ them in a... fragmented construc-
tion industry.” Today, when even used auto parts
are tracked around the country by satellite
telecommunications, our training for workers
must prepare them for the sophistication of our
global marketplace.

The federal government should not

benetit from inflation at the expense

of the taXpayers

The federal government’s burgeoning debt, as
well as the burden of federal taxation, dis-
places economic activity in the private sector
and limits job creation in the private sector. We
endorse the idea of establishing caps on total
federal spending, backed up by the option of
“sequestration” which puts “teeth” in the
spending caps. This worked in the Eighties,
when the Gramm-Rudman legislation was on
the books to make it work, We ought to try it
again,

In recent years, Congress enacted inept
banking legislation. Along with the intimidating
regulations implementing it, this pushed banks
into investing in federal government debt and
away from investment in the private sector. This
only helps the federal government spend more;



it doesn't help at all with
private capital formation
and job creation.

The federal
government as

the source of

inflation

Congress and the federal
government spend much
more than the 19 percent
of U.S. gross domestic
product (GDP) taken as
federal taxes. That 19
percent should be
enough, but not for
Congress. In our forums, people have told us
again and again that taxes are more than high
enough. We take this as a clear signal—though
Congress seems always {0 miss it—that they
want spending brought down in line with rev-
enues, not revenues (and borrowing) raised to
meet spending. The current tax-overspend-and-
print-money cycle of the federal government
stifles growth and especially the prospects for
sustained growth in the future.

Both Congress and the administration
should acknowledge the Federal Reserve
Board’s appropriate focus on keeping prices
stable. Currently, the U.S. Congress runs
deficits of up to 6 percent of GDP and expects
the Federal Reserve to accommodate its credit
needs, causing infiation. Congress should be
made to consider the cost and impact on the
deficit of all spending programs and regula-
tions that it proposes to consider. Taxes on
people and businesses should be fully indexed
so that government is not rewarded for its
failure to maintain stable prices in the
economy.

Limiting federal spending is the surest way
to obtain deficit reduction. By reducing govern-
ment's need to borrow, spending restraint aiso
enhances prospects of lower inflation and
lower interest rates. Interest rates started the
1980s at record levels for modern times but
continued a steady, enduring decline through-
out that decade and into the Nineties. That
long-term trend has stopped. The policies of the
new administration, with higher taxes and the
promise of substantial new spending and man-
dates over the next several years, has resur-
rected the threat of inflation. And interest
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rates, short and long term, have started to
increase.

Conclusion: So much government,

so little time

Economic growth is essential to the economic
well-being of American families, as are smaller
government and lower taxes. Americans pay
taxes on April 15, but now work into May to
earn enough to pay the year’s total burden of
federal, state and local taxes. “Tax Freedom
Day” cught to come much earlier in the year.

In our forums, Americans are telling us they
want lower taxes and a simplified and efficient
tax code, truth in taxation (not hidden taxes),
regulatory restraint, federal spending restraint,
market-oriented investment in American
workers and their skill development, and stable,
noninflationary monetary policy. These policies
will allow markets to flourish, create jobs and
prosperity and provide for more sensible, down-
sized government. Net pay and new j5bs for
American workers increase when the cost of
production decreases for American producers.

Americans we've listened to are also remind-
ing us that the federal government is not the
prime mover of economic progress in our
economy and that current federal policies get in
the way of improved productivity, shrink
American pay checks and the number of new
jobs and decrease new business formation.
Increasingly confident about America's ability to
compete, many American workers, when prop-
erly trained and equipped with the proper tools,
see international trade as a great opportunity for
economic growth. The Arnerican people we hear
from are telling us that they are ready to meet

Gov. Kirk Fordice
hosted a forum on
business and eco-
nomic growth at the
governor’s maension
in Jackson, Miss.



“Ever want to

give the folks in
Washington a piece of
your mind? Hampton
Roads buginess
owners will get a
chance tonight if they
respond to an invita-
tion from the National
Policy Forum to meet
and share ideas on
how the national gov-
ernment can make
things easier for small
businesses.”

~The Hampton (Va.)
Daily Press,

2/28/94.
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ENTREPRENEURSHIP AND
SMALL BUSINESS

In Delroit, we listened to Gail Davis present
two simple but compeiling facts: (1} her small
urban construction company grossed $1
million last year for the first time, and (2) five
years ago Gail was on welfare.

Too many people in Washington who know
nothing of business believe small business is
just another way of saying “rich.” Gail Davis'
example powerfully reminds us that small busi-
ness is really another way of saying “free and
independent.” Like tens of thousands of
American entrepreneurs, Gail Davis supports
her family and empowers those she employs—
more than 50, at last count—to do the same,

While “soaking the rich” may be back in
vogue in Washington, it was the independent
entrepreneurs who told us about getting soaked
by Washington's anti-business attitude at forums
in Hampton, Va.; Hempstead, N.Y.; Tampa, Fla,;
Detroit, and elsewhere. Organized as sole pro-
prietors, partmerships and “subchapter S” cor-
porations, many individuals pay perscnal tax
rates on business income. It is they, the inde-
pendent entrepreneurs, who get splashed with
higher taxes whenever Washington sets out to
soak the rich. Indeed, such companies are now
subject to higher income tax rates than the giant
corporations.

The heavy burden of taxation was mentioned

often in our meetings as one of the biggest
policy-related problems confronting small busi-
ness, along with regulations, federal mandates
on employers and access to capital. Though less
tangible, another factor brought up in each
forum was felt to be just as important as the
calls for policy change: the need for re-empha-
sizing the family’s irreplaceable role as the
guardian and teacher of fundamental values like
honesty and hard work.

In Tampa, Jack Kemp, council co-chair, dis-
cussed how people take pride in their neighbor-
hood when they have a stake in their
community: “When people have a stake in their
community through ownership, when they
come together in the churches, synagogues and
other neighborhood organizations that help
build moral character, then attitudes change.
For example, crime will come down because
people will respect not only their own property
but their neighbors’ property as well.”

Specifically, we heard from American entre-
preneurs a call for tangible changes in policy:
lower taxes, reduced regulatory burdens, fewer
mandates on employers and better access to
capital.

Responding to a comment Jack Kemp made
in Tampa about tax fairness, retired attormey
Joe Neely coramented: “What you're talking
about, Jack, is a flat-rate income tax, and you're



needs to take place by proportioning the tax
evenly.”

On Long Island, businesswoman Sally Slacke
gave voice to the impatience, even uanger, of
many entrepreneurs: “We are the people who
create the jobs. Smadl business is the engine that
drives the economy. And we need relief from
taxes. But the only way we will get that relief is
when Washington decides that, yes, we are the
people who drive (he econoriy.”

Joy Newby told us in Indianapolis that the
amount of governmental red tape makes her
wonder if “my grandchildren are not going to
have trees it the paperwork doesn’t stop.” In the
same city, Marti Sloop captured the widespread
frustration we heard about a government that
doesn't really understand business with a pro-
posal “that the people who do these regulations
should have to come from their ivory towers
and get out in the real world and sce what
impact those regulations” will have before they
are allowed to take effect.

Regarding access to capital, Raymond
Genniclk of Wayne State University told our

getting toward the equality in taxation that
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Detroit forum, “There are two key things in busi-
ness. One is planning, the other is cash. You can
do all the planning you want—if you don’t have
any cash. it doesn’t make any difference.”
Without adequate capital, he concluded, plans
remain “paper businesses.”

In today's economic and regulatory environ-
ment, many business operators and those who
would like to start their own business told us
the only capital they have access to is on a per-
sonal basis—Ifriends and family members,
savings accounis, home equity loans and, for
some, borrowing money from a credit card
company.

“The small-business owner looks at the bank
and says, ‘They're not making the loans.
Meanwhile, the banks are saying, ‘Our regula-
tors won't allow us 1o make the lean,” observed
council co-chair Michele Dyson at the
Hempstead forum.

Sally Slacke is right: small business is the
engine that drives the economy, But that engine
will stall soon without relief from the excesses
of a government run by people who don't share
Sally's wisdom and, worse, as they regulate

Co-Chairs Jack Kemp
and Michele Dyson
are joined by Florida
Republican Chairman
Tom Slade at the
Tampa, Fla., forum
on Tax Day, April
15th.

“The scene was set
for a good old-fash-
ioned, tax-bashing
session. About 300
entrepreneurs and
Republican activists
packed a ballroom at
Tampa’s Sheraton
Grand Hotel. The mid-
night deadline for
mailing tax returns
was just hours away.”
—St. Petersburg
(Fia.) Times,
4/16/94.
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Michele H. Dyson,
CEO and president
of Computer
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from Jo, by's “ivory towet,” seem not even
to know what a business is.

Needed relief can and must come through
1ax policy, lower tax rates, tax code simplifica-
tion, reduced taxes on capital and equipment
purchases. and a substantial reduction in the tax
on capital gains. Capital gains tax relief would
substantially increase the available pool of
investment capital by promising a return on
investment in small companies and start-up
firms.

Relief from government excesses can also
come through regulatory reform of the sort
called for elsewhere in this report. Tailored
veforms that specifically take into account the
circumstance of small businesses would recog-
nize most are without the legal, accounting and
technical staff necessary to read—much less to
comply with—all the Byzantine demands of
government.

Finally, relief will come when businesses are
freed from excessive mandates on employers to
fulfill social goals thought to be politically desir-
able—like health care—that often
prove economically impossible, espe-
cially for smaller businesses. Such
mandates inevitably add to the cost
of employment, and just as inevitably,
they lead to fewer jobs, lower wages, |
or hoth,

Sally Slacke. Joy Newby and
others are right to be angry. But, like |
Grail Davis, they also are right to be
proud. Somehow, they overcome the
obstacles government puts in their
way and they create opportunity for
themselves and others. Small busi-
nesses employ more than half the
American work force. For those
seeking their first job in life, two-
thirds will be hired by small busi-
nesses. Meanwhile, three out of
every four older Americans who
work are employed by small busi-
nesses.,

It is fashionable in some political
circles to slander the 1980s as a
“decade of greed.” They are wrong. It

Mark Windsor taiks about small
business issues as Dr. James
Noland looks on with other forum
attendees in Lebanon, Mo.

wns.l'a('t. a time of opportunity in which
Americans long ouiside the economic Mmain-
stream could enter it and build a business.

During the Reagan-Bush 80s, the number of
new lispanic-owned businesses grew 81
percent—five times the rate of growth for all
aother U.5. companies during that period.
Black employment and new black businesses
grew at the fastest rates in postwar history.
alf of all current female-owned businesses
came into heing during that maligned decade;
by 1892, they employed more workers than all
of the Fortune 500 companies combined and
were creating jobs faster than those corporate
giants.

In Doetroit, we heard Gail Davis say she
wasn't sure that Washington could be persuaded
that a woman on welfare could hold a job, much
less build a business and create jobs for others.
Thanks to her, though, we don’t have to try to
persuade Washington with theoretical argu-
ments. Now, we've got proof. We've met Gail
Davis.
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REDUCING: THE SIZE ARD

SCOPE OF GOVERNMENT

“All acruss America we've been having this
same conversation jor years, and what is o
puzzle to me is why afler all these years we're
still having this conversation and our govern-
ment has continucd to get bigger and bigger.”
— Judge Ronald Bogle in Charlotte, N.C.

Judge Bogle is right. All across America we
heard people frustrated with government’s ever-
increasing presence in their lives, And grown it
has. In 1960, combined federyl, state and local
government spending was $151 billion, Today, it
is more than $2.7 trillion—even adjusting for
inflation, this represents more than a tripling of
government expenditures since President
Kennedy was elected. Mos! Americans spend a
greater portion of their working day earning the
money to pay their tax bills than to {eed, clothe
and house their families,

“Working families bhelieve taxes are only
worth paying if they are fairly collected and pay
for services that are needed. We must defeat
efforts of government to collect taxes in
order to grow and grow and grow.” Domenic
Bozzotto, prestdent of the Hotel Workers Union
Local 26 in Boston, Mass., said at our televised
forum in Trenton, N..J.

Despite the enormous growth in the size and
scope of government, most Americans believe
our public schools were belter, our streets were

cleaner and our neighborhoods were safer in
1960. And they're right. Today, even the most
dedicated liberals quietly question whether,
with continued growth in spending and govern-
ment programs, America is on the right track.

The massive federal expansion of give-away
programs that promised a “"Great Society” have
not eradicated poverty, ensured educational
opportunity or eliminated homelessness.
Indeed, many Americans have come to question
whether the incentives and the culture these
programs created have abetted—and even insti-
tutionalized—the social dysfunction that under-
lies poverty, crime and despair.

While Americans are ready to accept that big
government has failed, we must go beyond just
castigating the left for its failed experiment.
Rather, by appealing to the same aspirations for
a better society that fueled the massive social
programs of the Sixties and Seventies, the
opportunity exists to create a new unity by
setting forth how these goals are best advanced
by unleashing private initiative rather than fos-
tering government dependency. The failure of
the “Great Society” was more than a case of
good intentions gone awry; it made big govern-
ment even bigger and more intrusive.

In the face of big government's failures,
today’s voters reguire their leaders to take a new
oath of office: First, do no harm; second,



Co-Chairs: (fou.
William F. Weld of
Massachusetts has
earned a national
reputation for cutting
the burden of govern-
ment on taxpayers
and businesses and
trimming state gov-
ernment to live
within its means.

Cheryl A. Lau,
Sformer state deputy
attorney general and
cducator, was elected
Nevada’s Secretary of
State in 1990.
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empow very American to realize the
American dream.

in determining the appropriate role of gov-
ernment, our first true guide is the Constitution.
The 10th Amendment expressly limits the role
of the federal govermment and upholds states’
authority over their own affairs and their own
destiny. The fundamental role of the federal gov-
ernment is to provide what individuals, commu-
nities and states alone cannot provide—which
includes the national defense, a judicial system,
a standard currency, and a sound national fiscal
and monetary policy. Primary among the obliga-
tions of the states are the provisions for law and
order and for the education of all children.

We are a nation that has a government,
not a government that has a nation

When government steps beyond these roles, as
it has for decades, it becormes as likely the
source of our social and economic problems as
their solution. With the failure of liberal central
planning and its experiments in social engineer-
ing, never before has the law of unintended con-
sequences heen more evident.

Nevada Secretary of State Cheryl Lau put it
this way: “Conservatives used to complain
about the intrusion of big government. Then
intrusion became the status quo. Now the status
quo has become government policy. We've for-
gotten where we came from.”

Welfare is just one example and is discussed
further in the section on “Strengthening the
Family.” But it is a prime example of a govern-
ment program allowed to grow bevond its origi-
nal intent. Aid to Families with Dependent
Children (AFDC) began as a modest program to
help widows and orphans, primarily of coal
miners. The program grew to encompass fami-
lies without fathers as a result of illegitimacy or
divorce, though even then it was intended only
as transition support until the mother remar-
ried. But from these good intentions sprang the
crisis of dependency, the underclass and father-
less families.

New Jersey Gov. Christie Whitman, speaking
at our Trenton, N.J., forum, cautions the reform-
ers that real reform involves rethinking priori-
ties: “Just less of the same is still failed
government. Establishing priorities must be the
direction of all [levels of] government. *

Education is another example of government
intervention gone wrong. (For further discus-

sior. education, please read the section on
“Improving Schoois and Education.”) There are
those in positions of leadership who say that
whatever is wrong with our public schools can
be fixed with more money, more governmental
prescriptions and more bureaucrats—and then
go on to quietly choose private or posh subur-
ban schools for their own children. Many low-
income children, however, remain trapped in
their failed city schools, where bureaucracies
and school systems spend $9,000 per child
and—without the accountability borne of com-
petition—janitors make more than teachers.

“I think privatization has a possibility in edu-
cation, [Education] is one of the largest things
we spend money on, and it doesn't seem to get
through the bureaucracy down to the school,”
said Rick Swain, a teacher at Sedgefield Middle
School in Nerth Carolina attending our
Charlotte forum.

In forums across the country we heard the
concern that government spends too much.
Entitlement programs alone absorb more than
50 percent of the federal budget—$771 billion in
1993. Particularly frightening is the growth in
government spending on health care. In less
than 30 years, federal health benefits have bal-
looned from a meager 1.4 percent of the federal
budget to more than 16 percent.

In real terms, federal, state, and local spend-
ing is 100 times larger than it was in 1900 when
government was still relatively lean and effi-
cient. Today, government employs more than 18
million civilians—more than the payrolls of all
U.S. manufacturing companies combined. And
the problem is getting worse. Despite “New
Democrats” rhetoric, President Clinton’s budget
calls for federal spending to rise by an addi-
tional 23 percent over the next five years.

Unfunded mandates
Not being satisfied with bankrupting itself,
Washington now seems hell-bent on bankrupt-
ing the states and cities as well. One old-time
favorite ploy is raising taxes to fund new pro-
grams, then, once the money is filtered through
Washington bureaucracies, returning less
money to the local communities with expensive
federal strings attached. Congress should, by
cuiting taxes, leave the money at home in the
first place, rather than collect it and then hand it
back with more regulatory strings.
Washington's current favorite tool is the
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unfunded mandate: a high-minded but expen-
sive obligation it imposes on lower governments
yet refuses to pay for. Already, overreaching and
clumsy environmental laws, rigid prescriptions
of the federal special education law and count-
less other dictates violate Federalist principles
and wash state budgets in red ink.

Ann Schrader, county commissioner for
Mecklenburg County, N.C., provides the county
perspective: “I would like some flexibility in
how we deal with the expenditure of the funds.
(Federai] programs are forced on us. We have
no flexibility in how we spend the money, and
we have to match the federal monies,”

Unfunded mandates are hidden federal
taxes. Congress should be required to demon-
strate the benefits of a program to justify its
costs and be prepared 1o pay for any mandates
it imposes on the states, “Impact statements”
estimating the impact of new mandates on
states’ checkbooks are insufficient. {t is time Lo
revoke Washington's check-writing privileges
aitogether.

Washington can learn from

the states and cities

“The more the states do to bring our taxes
down, to make our living a little easier, the
higher the federal goverrunent raises our taxes,”
commented Verna of Arizona, who called our
interactive forum broadcast from New Jersey.
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Governors of both parties are saying,
“Enough!” Govs. Pete Wilson of California, Fife
Symington of Arizona, Ann Richards of Texas
and Lawton Chiles of Florida are all testing their
legal and legislative recourse to force the
federal government to pay for its policy
prescriptions.

Yet Washington wants to intrude further.
When the market is already stemming growth in
health care costs and health care inflation is
down to 5 percent, Washington proposes to
impose price controls, organize “collectives”
and build a new govemment bureaucracy of
breathtaking scale.

In reducing the size and scope of govern-
ment, it is time for Washington to iearn from the
lessons of the state and local governments. In
Indianapolis, Jersey City, Dallas, Charlotte and
Philadelphia, city governments under Democrat
as well as Republican adiinistration are turning
fo privatization to do more with less. In some
cases, governments are getting out of the busi-
ness of doing things they never should have
done in the first place. In other cases, private
companies compete with public employees to
provide service at the highest quality and the
fowest cost.

A quick tour of the country produces some
shining examples of cities that have effectively
controlled and, in many cases, stunted the
growth of government.

New Jersey Gou.
Christie Todd
Whitman greets a
television audience
participant in
Trenton, NJ.

“Between calis from
disgruntled taxpayers
in New Jersey and
other states,
Whitman and Weld
led panelists in
speeches extolling
the virtues of private
enterprise, condemn-
ing bloated govemn-
ment bureaucracies,
and criticizing
President Clinfon’s
policies.”

-—-The (Hackensack,
N.1.) Record,
4/16/94,



»Audience members
broke Into applause
numerous times as
antl-tax and govern-
ment reduction
themes were men-
tioned.”

~—The (Trenton, N.J.}
Times, 4/16/94.

On Tax Day, April
15th, Gov. William
Weld was joined by
Gov, Christie Todd
Whitman in Trenton,
NI, for NPFs first
nationally televised
Sorum, which reached
a potential qudience of
maore than 20 mitlion
viewers.
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*» Ch e Mayor Richard Vinroot reduced
city payroll by 400 people in one year, saving $8
million annually.

¢ Indianapolis Mayor Steve (olidsmith intro-
duced competition into more than 50 city ser-
vices, saving $28 million annually.

o Jersey City Mayor Bret Schundler has
empowered inner-city residents with the ability
to hire and fire private firms competing to keep
their neighborhoods clean.

» New York City Mayor Rudolph Giuliani is
using employee buyouts to reduce city expendi-
tures.

“The goal is to give you, the public, public
services as efficiently as we can and give you
the best bargain for your investment in govern-
ment. That's what we’re trying to do in
{Chariotte, N.C.|, and we ought to be trying to
do that across the country,” said Charlotte
Mayor Richard Vinroot at our Charlotte forum.

At the state level, Republican governors
across the country are leading the way toward
streamlined, downsized government that
provides more efficient, customer-oriented
services,

e Massachusetts Gov. William Weld's privati-
zation initiatives have saved his state more than
$300 million, allowing larger investments in pre-
ventive health care and education,

s Gov. Symington awarded capitated
Medicaid contracts under competitive bidding,
controlling costs and maintaining quality of care,

e (Gov. Wilson reports 30 percent savings
from privatized social service programs.

'.higan Gov. John Engler privatized the
state liquor distribution system, saving $15
nillion annually.

* GGov. Whitman has proposed eliminating ag
least two state departments and plans to priva-
tize six day care centers, New Jersey Network
and the Meadowlands Sports Complex.

As Gov. Weld points out, “I had to cut $2.6
billion out of the budget my first month in office.
It's easy when you know how.”

A (U.8.) Capitol idea: Balanced budgets
and line-item vetoes

Another lesson the federal government should
learn from the states is how to balance its
budget. Forty-nine of the 50 states must balance
their budgets every year. With a balanced
budget amendiment, the brakes would be finally
applied to Washington's present course of reck-
less spending.

A line-item veto would restore the balance of
power between the executive and legislative
branches. Forty-three states grant their gover-
nors this authority; the nation’s chief executive
must also be empowered,

The federal government can learn much from
the new breed of mayors and governors who are
responding to the call from their friends and
neighbors to put government back in the hands
of the people who fund it; to rethink the role of
governmenyt; to get out of businesses it doesn't
belong in; and to do the things it's supposed to
be doing with an eye to providing real service to
its customers.
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 HEALTH cARE GROUNDED IN
AMERICAN VALUES

“Health core v this countey has never been
better, but the systes by which it is delivered to
our pabients, especiadly those within poverty or
withowt e ploymend, significant

"

chrange."—Dr, Arthur Traugort in Winnftield, il

needs

“This debate trausecieds headth core. This
debate is about freedon: freedom to chouse
ones doetor Tlis debate is abont chaoliee: pre-
serving cholees in health earve. ThIs debate is
quality: Hie  ineredible

gquality af American health cave—and e

bl Preserring
citadity, ingenwity and innovations in phar-
maeology . (ectinalogey teet will niake oy
fives beiter, This debate is about preserving the
opporticaitios thal enicvge frowe the free ngr-
ketplace of ideas and campetition.”—Dr. Allan
Shulkirnt in brving, Texas

The health care reform debate ofters the
American people a clear choice: @ system that
codes everinereasing  authority to the govern-
ment or one anchored in the core American
values of individuad choice and responsibility,

The princigles we put forth here represent an
cifort 1o develop i responsive plan on the basis
of what has been heard—not in the cotridors of
the White House but ifrom thic main streets,
meeting halls, churches and living rooms across
Alerici,

We believe that people and their doctors—
not Washington bureaucrats—should be in
control of medical care. The principles for
reform we outline here are based upon the
genius and vitality of a free society and wouldd
cripower the competitive market to address the
weaknesses of our health care system without
destroving its strengths,

America offers the tfinest medical care in the
world. [t is imperative that reforms preserve its
quality ardi not undermine a cormerstone of its
strength: trust. Trust in the doctorpatient rela-
tionship and trust that quality medical care will
always be there.

As Allan Shulkin expressed it “The doctor-
patient relationship is built upon tust, built
upon confidence, built apon muatual respreet.”

Fixing what's wrong,
preserving what’s right
While the quality ol our medical care s the envy
of the world, it is also very expensive. As a
result, millions cannot afford  coverage and
many more worry about tosing the coverage
they have. There is widespread agreement tha
the United States does not have a properly func-
tioning market for health care or health insur-
ance ard that reform is needed.

Those who have insurance coverage have
little incentive to seek out the most cost-effec-

“Some members of
the audience said
they don't need to be
told what they want
in terms of health
care.

" ‘We're concerned
about health care,
and we want to keep
government out of it,’
said Atlantan Tom
Brooks, who came
with his wife, Mary
Anna.”

—The Atlanta
Journal/The Atlanta
Constitution,
2/27/94.



Co-Chairs: U.S.
Representative
Nancy Johnson (CT-
Gth) serves on the
House Ways and
Means Commilttee
and was ainong the
Jirst to author a com-
prehensive health care
reform biil in the
103rd Congress.

Gow. Curroil A,
Campbell, Jr. of South
Carolina currently
serves as chairman
of the Nationai
Governors’
Associalion.
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tive servites. When coverage becomes more
expensive, fewer people can afford it, and the
number of uninsured Americans rises. Small
companies, especially, have felt the pinch, and
some have been faced with the choice of drop-
ping health coverage for employees, laying off
workers, or closing their doors.

Until very recently, physicians and hospitals
have competed, not on price and value, but by
focusing on the latest, most sophisticated tech-
nologies. Technology is important, but it must
be used wisely with attention to cost.

Before a single line of legislation has been
enacted, companies and consumers are bringing
market forces 1o bear on the health care indus-
try to drive down costs. Medical price inflation
has been falling, down to its lowest rate in more
than 20 years. If we build on this progress and
first fix the distorted incentives and regulatory
problems in the current market for health insur-
ance and health coverage, then the market will
function more effectively. This would force
prices down, and as costs moderate further,
more people would be able to afford coverage;
it would be clearer how to target federal subsi-
dies to those who need help in buying health
insurance and obtaining medical services. As
was stated at the Winnfield, 11, forum by Arthur
Traugortt: “Government’s role should be to facil-
itate access and affordable heaith insurance—
not to micromanage individual health care
decisions.”

Right direction, or wrong?

While the current health care system has weak-
nesses, misguided action couid make it much
worse. The big-government approach supported
by the White House and many members of
Congress would impose new unfunded man-
dates and higher taxes, create new bureaucra-
cies in Washington and dictate millions of key
details about the heaith care every American
can or cannot have.

We oppose big-government proposals that
include employer mandates, global budgets,
price controls and premium caps, and the
one-size-fits-all government-defined benefits
package the White House proposes. These pro-
visions would reduce quality and choice, drive
up costs and result in rationing of medical
services.

Mandates requiring employers to pay for
health coverage for employees would resuit in

los”dbs and would harm the economy.
Employers forced to pay a fixed amount for
health coverage for their workers would have
no incentive to continue the innovations in
market-based cost containment that are suc-
cessfully cutting the rate of medical inflation
while preserving quaiity medical care.

The more government is involved in health
care, the more health care will cost. In fact,
when the president presented his health care
reform proposal, he said costs in the Medicare
and Medicaid programs are continuing to rise af
double-digit rates. Meanwhile, the Commerce
Department says that costs in the private sector
have been declining and are now at their lowest
level in 20 years. A government-run health care
system would create an oppressive, bureau-
cratic labyrinth laden wilh controls and limita-
tion of choice that would hurt the quality of
care. Government simply cannot match the
workings of the competitive marketplace in pro-
ducing a system centered on quality, individual
choice and competitively priced products and
services.

Citizens at policy forums across the country
raised concems about the administration’s pro-
posal for a federally defined core benefits
package. Specific concerns about including
abortion in such a package were heard at these
forums. As Rick Horn put it in Atlanta,
“Abortion is so controversial across the country.
Why should it be something we are forced to
pay for, regardless of our stand on the issue?”

We oppose any one-size-fits-all federal bene-
fits package. Among otheyr objections, it would
limit consumer options and tend to freeze
present medical practice, stifling improvement
and innovation. Americans currently can select
from plans that offer a variety of benefit options.
Reform shouldn't change that.

Bruce Campbell, a physician attending our
forum in New Haven, Conn., echoed the public’s
rejection of a government-run heallh care
system, “We believe that changes can be made
without pumping up government’s role, without
building huge new federal bureaucracies,
without jeopardizing what's good and right
about the system today.”

Consumer-focused health care

We heard a call for a series of reforms that
would build on the strengths of the current
system, provide greater choice and security and



rely on the proven ability of the B#petitive
market to continue to force costs down.

Already there is a reorganization going on
within the health care industry, Thousands of
doctors and hospitals are responding to market
forces by reorganizing into systems designed to
deliver patient care more efficiently. This reorga-
nization has major implications, not only for the
heaith sector but for the ecoromy as a whole.
The important point, however, is that these
changes are flexible. They respond to market
demands, not some rigid government edict.

What we heard from people attending our
public meetings was a call for “fixing what's
broke” while avoiding bureaucracy and too
much government. Nobody wanted to blow up
our current system and replace it with a govern-
ment takeover. Many wondered why Congress
couldn't act immediately to pass, as Dr. Traugott
phrased it, “some very simple reforms” that will
address many of the problems in the current
system, especially in comparison to the massive
1,342-page Clinton plan.

Insurance market reforms

Insurance should be true insurance that pro-
vides secure protection for individuals and their
families against the risk of major medical
expenses. Insurance companies shouldn't be
able to cancel policies when people get sick,
and everyone should be able to obtain health
insurance through some means. People should
be able to own their health insurance policy, and
it should be portable so they can keep their
insurance even if they change or lose jobs, start
their own companies or retire. When people
want to change policies, insurance companies
should not be allowed to deny coverage for pre-
existing medical conditions.

Incentives for health

The system should allow incentives to encour-
age individuals to pursue healthy lifestyles and
for insurers to offer coverage that includes pre-
ventive services, such as prenatal and healthy
child care. Those who pursue healthy lifestyles
should not be penalized by being forced to pay
the same price for health insurance as those
who engage in reckless behavior.

Without incentives for healthy lifestyles,
insurance costs will be higher for everyone, and
the number of uninsured Americans will con-
tinue to increase. Further, young people at the
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beginning of their careers should not be forced
to carry a disproportionate share of older citi-
zens' health costs.

Tax equity, tax fairness

All Americans, regardless of their employment
status, should be able to get direct tax breaks
for purchasing health coverage. That means that
anyone who pays their own premiums, includ-
ing the self-employed, should get the same tax
treatiment of their health premiums as those
who get coverage through their employers.

While most Americans will continue to get
their health insurance through their jobs, those
who don't have job-based insurance should
have the same options for coverage.

Americans should be able to own their health
insurance policies, and they should have the
opportunity to establish tax-advantaged
Medical Savings Accounts which allow them to
set aside money, tax free, to pay for medical
expenses, health insurance, or save for future
medical needs. Information on various plans
and premium costs should be made available so
people can choose the plan that is best for them-
selves and their families. Vouchers and tax
credits also should be available on a sliding
income scale for individuals and families. Tax
changes that give individuals direct control over
the money spent to purchase medical services
and health insurance will give them greater
security, more control over the cost of care and

The first health care
refoym forum was
held in Atlanta to a
standing-room-only
crowd at Northside
Hospital's cafeteria.



Sean Hannily (stand-
ing by the post) of
WGST Tulk Radio in
Atleenter gires the
myicrophone to a
Sorune attendee who
carpressed roneern
that yeform shouhd
not jeopardize the
curvent high quality
of Awmerviens health
oare System.
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will force the market 1o restmense choices
around the needs of consumers.

Community-based care

Local communities should be given the freedom
1o experiment with solutions that utilize their
distinetive resourees 1o sobve their unigue prob-
lems. The federal government can assist by
expanding the network of community hwealth
centers to guarantee access to the poor and
uninsured as part of state-driven evolution
toward more cost-effective care and by provid-
ing tax incentives for physicians to practice in
urban  and  rural underserved  areas.
Telemedicine shoukl be encouraged to extend
medical expertise to those physicians.

Malpractice reforms

Health care liability reform is necded to reduce
costs by alleviating the threat of lawsuaits tha
drive doctors 1o practice costly defensive medi-
cine. Congress should place limits on contin-

geney fees, provide for periodic paviments of

awards, restricr punitive damages and develop
greater incentives for alternadive dispute
resolution.

Medicaid

Federal restrictions should be lilted 1o allow
states greater flexibility 1o allocate Mediendd
money more cost-eftectively. States should also
be allowed 1o experiment with managed care, as
many in the private sector ave now doing, and
with voucher programs and other innovations.
Greater flexibility would allow states to serve
more people, provide a broader range of

('I)()i‘ltl(l coverage and encourage greater
individuad responsibility and controt.

Medicare

At inttiad eligibility for Medicare, beneficiaries
should have the right to participate in Medicare,
retait their own private insurance and/or pur-
chase supplemental insurance of their choice.
Reform of the Medicare system should not be in
the form of reducing payments but in terms of
expanding oprions for beneficiaries to retain anld
oblain private coverage, if they choose to do so.

Paperwork reduction

Standardized forms based on private sector
standards suud electronic information reporting
and exchange svstems should be instituted to
promote greater officiency,

Medical research and information
Incentives should be provided to promote: out-
comes research that helps your physicians to
determine the likelihood that specific treatment
will be effectives telemedicine, and other infor-
mation systems that allow physicians and
patients 10 make more accurate medical deci-
siong and use medical resources more cost-
elfectively.

Research on diseases that affeet women,
such as breast cancer, has historically been
underfunded and should be given the funding
that is deserved.

Conctuding thoughts

Americans can't risk launching a massive social
and cconomic experimenmt i health care and
setting i wrong, Too much is at stake. Vet the
country does not face an al-ornothing choice
on health care. The specific common sense
reforms wdvocited here are based on what we
have heard from people of every walk of life
across the conntry. These reforms can be imple-
mented roday.

Good public policy must struetire incettives
to  encourage  individual involvement  and
responsibility in building a more secure system.
We can allow the genuine market-hased reforms
that already are taking place to move forward
and acecomplish many ot our health care
vefors in the most efficient way possible-——by
the dynamic forees of consumers demanding
the best value for their money in a competitive
nurket.



LISTENING TG AMERICA 37

" REFORMIN® THE LEGAL AND
REGULATORY SYSTEMS

“I think we have lo take America back, stand
up to this overterdening reguiation by the gov-
ernment.”—John Blazic in Indianapolis, Ind.

“What I'm hearing is fear,” said Earl Wright at
our Indianapolis forum. “I'm hearing that gov-
ermument agencies are putting fear in the hearts
of every American, regardless of what business
you're in or what you're doing. But [ don't only
hear it here. I talk to mgjor corporations, and
they are as scared to death as this small
businessman.”

In the same city, an exasperated Debbie
Barnett said she “would swear on a stack of
Bibles that the dry-cleaning industry has to be
one of the most overregulated businesses in the
country. Not only do we have to live with OSHA
[Occupational Safety and Health Adminis-
tration] rules, learn how to write our own
lock-out/tag-out programs, our hazardous cor-
munications, keep our MSDS {material safety
data sheets] books up to date, we just came
under the rules of the National Emission
Standard for Hazardous Air Poilutants.”

Richard Turkel, attending our Tampa forum,
said he knew government regulations had gone
too far when Uncle Sam decided to protect
America from the smell of freshly baked bread.
“] came here not as a politician, not as a
Democrat, not as a Republican, but as a busi-

nessman interested in the sound e¢conomic
growth of our country.

“How many people know that it's now
become illegal to smell fresh bread being
baked? How many people know that our gov-
ernment is going to have each bakery and plant
spend $450,000 so we can't smell the bread?
And spend $250,000 a year to make sure the
equipment runs? I say the federal government
has to quantify what it does and its impact on
our businesses.”

Some economists have worked to quantify
the costs of regulation and concluded that com-
pliance has a price tag of approximately $500
billion a year. This amounts to a massive hidden

At virtually cvery
Jorum where small
business owners
lestified, the regulatlory
and paperwork burden
on business was a con-
stant complainl.
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tax by C@ess and state legisiatures that shifts
to businesses the costs for social and other
objectives they do not pay for directly through
government programs.

“For every dollar that a business has to spend
on complying with some kind of regulatory rule,
that’s one dollar less that goes into creating jobs
and paying benefits and putting money into the
community,” John Myrland of the Indianapolis
Chamber of Commerce told the forum held
there. Robert Chapman of Tampa corputes the
costs of regulation another way: “The stack of
[reguiatory] paperwork is now about 30-feet tall.
If you stack all the documents that we've had to
generate, all of the reports we've had to issue, all
of the studies that had to be conducted to
become permitted for our town—that, we had to
present to 31 different government agencies—
none ever asked an important. question.”

Alesson we learmed from Grant Wright, who
works for a company called Inventive Products,
is that sometimes counting the cost in dollars
and red tape undersiates the true cost. Grant
told us of the Sensor Pad, a medical device
developed by his company and hailed widely in
the medical community as an effective tool for
early detection of breast cancer. Long since
approved for use in Europe and Asia, it's still
awaiting FDA approval. “After nine years, $2.5
million and over $378,000 in legal fees, we still
don’t have the product to market.”

Already frightened by overwhelming regula-
tory burdens that threaten to crush their liveli-
hoods, the people we've heard from are
concerned that misguided and overreaching
health care “reforms” could by themselves mul-
tiply the regulatory burden enough to scare
some businesses. They plead for a government
policy that reduces the regulatory burden rather
than seeks ways to add to it.

The best way to find both policy ideas and
the will to carry them out is by listening to
America. The elements of such a plan are
obvious. We have outlined some below, but we
insist that sensible sounding policies are not
enough—we need the political will to cut regu-
lations as well.

This council recommends the following
actions:

e All current and future regulations should be
subject to sunset provisions. In a world where
international competition and fast-moving tech-
nology can rapidly change the nature of busi-

nes& nature of business regulation must he
able to change as well.

¢ Oversight by the Office of Management and
Budget—specifically its Office of information
and Regulatory Affairs —needs to be strength-
ened. The current unraveling of OMB's central
review function undermines accountability by
individual federal agencies, enhances the influ-
ence of narrow interests and diminishes the
possibility of coordinating regulatory policy.

¢ The need for coordination is fundamental
among federal agencies so that government's
left hand (say, EPA) will know what its other left
hand is doing (say, OSHA) and be less likely to
issue conflicting or even contradictory rules.
Letting 1,000 flowers bloom may make sense in
the garden; it's no basis for regulatory policy.

* Sound science must be the basis for poli-
cies affecting health and safety, food, farming,
the environment—and virtually everything we
regulate. Here, too, coordination is essential.
For example, objective and unbiased risk
assessments should be standardized across
agencies; for another, health risks should be pri-
oritized, and a coordinated policy govemn-
mentwide should allow these priorities, once
set, to be carried through. A policy on negligibie
risk should be adopted to allow agencies to
ignore trivial risks often forced onto the regula-
tory agenda by too-rigid legal criteria or special
interest pleadings that abuse public access pro-
visions of current law.

* As a general principle, the costs as well as
benefits of a given regulatory policy should be
weighed in order to realize a policy that maxi-
mizes regulatory objectives with the least-possi-
ble cost to the economy.

* A regulatory budget should be devised that
requires new burdens—whether measured in
dollar costs or paperwork burdens—to be offset
by reducing existing burdens. Just as budget
decisions are expected to be deficit neutral, reg-
ulatory budgets should be made “red-tape
neutral.” Effective sunset provisions would
make such regulatory “neutrality” possible.

Our legal system

In Princeton, N.J., we listened to Paul Beck tell
us it took “three years and $20,000 directly from
my pocket” before frivolous charges against him
were dismissed by a judge, who, after reviewing
the facts of the case, summarily ruled there was
no case. While it may be technically true Paul



didn't have to prove his innocence,gvas just
one of thousands of Americans who, having
done nothing wrong, are forced to pay legal
costs that one might as well calt a fine.

Incredibly, Paul Beck's story didn't end
there. “This past New Year's Eve,” he told us, “1
was named in a suit for a job site accident that
occurred lwo years prior to my being hired. I
was hired to make sure such an accident didn't
happen.” Again, Paul {inds himself in need of
legal help. Again, the costs of defending
himself will come out of his pocket, and the
emotional costs will be stolen from his peace
of mind.

Our civil justice system cries out for reform.
For too many Americans, encounters with it
take too long, cost too much and all too often
fail to yield the outcome the system was
designed to produce: justice. For example, a
person the court finds to be the injured party in
a lawsuit often receives less than 50 cents of
each dollar of compensation awarded; the
remainder pays for what are called “transaction
costs,” such as attormey fees.

In the end, the process that guides our civil
Jjustice system fosters pointless litigation, seem-
ingly endless delay and a “wheel of fortune” atti-
tude in the public in which the system seems
more a game of chance than a matter of law.
Accordingly, there are a few big winners, but the
biggest loser is a society burdened with a
system that produces higher costs and clogged
courts while rewarding abuse and breeding cyn-
icism and failing to produce justice.

Having our “day in court” used to be a
metaphor for faimess in America, Now, that day
in court means years of litigation, lawyers and
legal fees,

Noting the vast majority of litigation disputes
are settled before trial, one participant in
Princeton, N.J., asked, “Why do we spend tens
of millions of dollars each year getting ready for
triais that never happen? Wouldn't it make more
sense to spend more time and effort settling
cases rather than trying them?"

What we have heard confirms that the
system needs reforms of the following sort:

* Altemnatives to litigation that better meet
the needs of the parties. Alternative dispute res-
olution mechanisms can lead to mutually accept-
able solutions at lower cost than litigation.

¢ To create the opportunity for resolution
before litigation begins, plaintiffs should be

LISTENING TO AMERICA 319

required to file a written notic‘ntent 10 sue
prior to filing suit.

* To increase the chance of settilement early
in the process, when transaction cosis are
lower, parties in dispute should be required to
meet periodically.

® Pretrial discovery needs to be streamlined,
made time sensitive and less costly for the
litigants.

Tort reform is long overdue. Bad or poorly
written product liability laws, for instance,
retard product innovation, imperil industries
like pharmaceuticals, drive up consumer costs
and reduce employment. Perhaps worst of all,
these laws as written assign liability less on the
basis of who is at fault than on who can pay.

The laws governing the awarding of damages,
both compensatory and punitive, also need
reform. Compensatory damages for proven
injury should be awarded promptly. Because
their purpose is fair compensation for actual
injury done, states should discourage the wind-
fall of “double recovery,” which allows plaintiffs
to recover damages from the responsible party in
addition to monies obtained from other sources
such as insurance companies or workmen’s
compensation. Liability should be assessed in
proportion to fault and not ability to pay.

Punitive damages, like fines, are meant to
penalize the responsible party. They should be
assessed only on clear and convincing evidence
of intent. Clear criteria for setting such penalties
should be developed, and judges—not juries—
should have the responsibility for assigning
them. Punitive damages should be limited to a
reasonable multiple of the individual's actual
harm, with the punitive damage award paid to
state treasuries.

In cases where some recovery for the plain-
tiff seems assured, the average 33 percent con-
tingency fee often amounts to a windfall for an
attomey at the client’s expense. In such cases,
defendants should be required to make an early
settlement offer. If accepted, attorney’s fees
should be limited to an hourly rate or modest
share. If not, contingency fees should be paid
only on the amount of recovered damages that
exceeds the original settlement offer.

Another idea for reform invelves the adop-
tion of the so-called English rule or “loser pays”
provision to discourage frivolous lawsuits by
requiring that the loser in litigation pay the attor-
ney’s fees of the prevailing party.

“Business owners
attending a ‘Listening
to America’ forum
Tuesday had plenty
to say about stifling
effects of government
regulations, and they
applauded the
Republican-based
group that gave

them the chance to
sound off.

“ ‘We're here to
listen,’ [Maiilyn]
Quayle told the crowd
of nearly 100 men
and women represent-
ing manufacturing and
banking Interests,
farming and medical
professions and other
assorted enterprises.”
—The Indianapolis
Star, 4/27/94.
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“Oppressive environ-
mental policies are
threatening the liveli-
hood of Nevada's
miners and ranchers,
participants at a
Republican-sponsored
forum said Monday. ...
‘We're in the battle
of our lives for our
grandchildren,’ said
John Hengen, presi-
dent of the Westem
Mining Council.”
—Reno (Nev.)
Gazette-Journal,
5/3/94.

America has invested
more than $2 trillion
in environmental pro-
tection programs, and
our air and water are
significantly cleaner
as a resull.
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“T would hope that one message that you will
take back to Washington is that one size doesn’t
Jil all. We need to have local officials making
local decisions that will correct local problems,
as opposed to having the dictator from afar,
who has no idea as far as what our unique cir-
cumstances are, trying to run our own back-
yard."—Gary Herbert in Salt Lake City, Utah

o

We have been listening to America and what we
hear, wherever we go, tells of commitment to
solving problems and respect and regard for the
environment. We also hear confusion, bordering
on a sense of betrayal, about government poli-
cies that give people credit for neither.

There may be no major policy issue in
America today on which more money and
resources are spent at the same time that more
strident alarms are sounded that America is not
doing enough.

We've gotten a lot for the $2 trillion we've
spent on protecting the environment. Our air
and water are cleaner. By the criteria in Clean
Air and Clean Water laws enacted near the start
of this massive effort, each has significantly
improved. Meanwhile, during this same 25-year
period, the American economy has grown sub-
stantially. The number of jobs and the overall
size of our economy have grown by at ieast 50
percent since 1970.

In other words, we've had economic growth
and environmental improvement at the same
time, with those who argued we wouldn’t and
those who feared we couldn't happily proven
wrong.

More important than learning that growth
and environmental progress can co-exist, we
have learned that they cannot exist one without
the other. As our own experience and that of the



stagnant economies controlled b e iron-
fisted governments of Eastern Europe have
shown us, if we want to continue to improve the
quality of our environment, we must continue to
ensure the growth of our economy. We heard
from many who believe strongly that this
requires avoiding excessive regulation.

“We've got to recognize that all bills are paid
by real people. It is absolutely critical, not just
for general prosperity, but for the environment,
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that we allow people tobe as p‘rous as pos-
sible while protecting the environment,” said
Rick Stroup at our Denver forum.

In summary, people we listened to across the
country voiced the following recommendations:
reform existing laws to balance strong environ-
mental protection with strategies that foster
economic growth; restrain excessive federal
regulation; insist on sound science in environ-
mental policy-making; uphold and respect prop-

Balancing strong
environmental protec-
tion with strategies

to foster economic
growth, insisting on
sound science lo focus
requlation on real
and significant risks,
and upholding and
respecting private
property rights were
policies advocated by
Sorum attendees.



Co-Chairs: Gale
Norton is Colorado’s
Jirst woman attorey
general and served as
chief counsel for the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service and the
National Paik
Service,

Bob Kuasten is the
Jornier U1.S. senator
Jrom Wisconsin and
recefved the National
Wildtife Federation's
Conservation Leader
of the Year mward

in 1992
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erty rig. and end the proliferation of
unfunded federal mandates.

Balanced reforms

Despite impatience with the rigidity of the laws
now on the books, we heard no one urge the
repeal of either the Endangered Species Act
(ESA) or the Superfund program. However,
both were cited frequently as needing substan-
tial reform.

*The human element has been purposely left
out of the Endangered Species Act. It has grown
to the point that private property is being taken
away or no longer allowed to be used [by
owners] to provide for themselves and their
family as they see {it,” cbserved Cheri Jacobson
during our Sacramento forun.

We believe economic considerations have a
place here, and the act shouid be amended to
allow their use. As well, priority-setting should
be permitted, on the basis not of emotion but
science. Private efforts can help preserve endan-
gered species, and the law should recognize this.

On the excesses of the Superfund law, Ken
Chlouber, a Colorado state legislator, had some
sharp comments about EPA enforcement
excesses in Leadville, Colo. “I don't want to be
studied anymore," he said he has teld the EPA
on behalf of his constituents. “I don't want ta be
poked. 1 don't want to be tested, and I don't
want to talk to you about it anymore. You've
done enough to us. You're killing our economy.”

We believe Superfund can be amended in a
way that could result in contaminated sites
being cleaned up quickly, cost-effectively and
with less federal involvement and more local
control. In its 13-year history, the act, with its lit-
igable system, has been responsible for signifi-
cant clean-up of fewer than one out of 10
Superfund sites, and because the way the law is
written, too much is being spent on lawyers,
consultants and bureaucrats. Also, amending
the law to require sound science and risk
assessmment could make it pilain that the
Superfund goal of restoring these sites to some
“pristine” ideal is neither necessary nor realistic,

Regulation and its impact

on smaill business

In order to obtain an operating permit under the
1930 amendments {o the Clean Air Act more
than 150,000 businesses will have to spend as
much as tens or even hundreds of thousands of

(lol.each. The amendments extended the
Clean Air Act's strict requirements to include
smaller, monvand-pop businesses-—from gas
stations and dry cleaners to bakeries, We heard
several participants state their support for pro-
grams to increase state flexibility and encour-
age technological innovation in connection with
the Clean Air Act.

Naturally, the cost of such compliance adds
to the cost of doing business, thereby raising
prices, reducing profits, lowering wages and,
eventually, killing jobs. Do environmental regu-
lations always improve the environment? The
people we listened to are skeptical.

We heard several participants during a pollu-
tion prevention round table forum discuss their
efforts to successtully reduce and prevent pol-
lution—with a minimum of government “help.”
In pleading tor regulatory flexibility, a chemical
industry representative pointed out that her
company already knows the best method of pre-
venting poilution because “we know our
processes betier than anybody else.” Added a
representative of an energy company that
spends approximately $1 billion a year on envi-
ronmental compliance costs: “The key to pollu-
tion prevention is bringing it down to the grass
roots, down to the shop floor.”

While acknowledging the importance of pol-
lution prevention, a manufacturer’s representa-
tive emphasized the importance of focusing on
actual environmental improvement activity
rather than “turning my engineers into bean
counters.”

These representatives of American business
were tnanimous in their belief that responsible
environmental practices represented good cor-
porate citizenship as well as economic sense.
But those from whom we heard, whether big
businesses or small, decry the regulatory
excesses that hurt the economy for little or no
environmental benetit.

Sound science and

responsible risk assessment

Horror stories abound—remember Alar and the
apple scare?—of alirms raised and panic pro-
moted by pseudo-scientific, politically moti-
vated assessments of risk. Only afterwards are
we given a societal “Never mind!" and told to
relax by the very folks who scared us to death
because, they inevitably explain, “we prefer to
err on the side of caution.”
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A dentist in Aspen, Terry Hale, lil‘;PA’s
Superfund excesses to a medical misdiagnosis.
“EPA incorrectly diagnoses risk,” he said,
likening this to performing surgery on people
who “fit the profile” for needing it without
bothering to check to see if they really have the
disease.

Scientific issues must be decided scientifi-
cally, not politically. Environmental regulation
should be applied against risks that are real and
significant.

Real environmental progress is jeopardized
by doing it any other way. The Alar scare and
other examples of alarmists crying wolf on the
basis of shoddy science undermines the public’s
confidence in the science of risk assessment,
making it harder to act against real dangers and
enforce regulations that minimize real risk.

Property rights

Mike Rowe told us during the Sacramento forum
that the only reason his home in Riverside was
saved from last year’s brush fires was because he
defied Fish and Wildlife Service rules prohibiting
any disruption of a “study area” set aside for pro-
tection of the endangered Stephens kangaroo
rat. His “crime”? Removing brush to create a fire-
break against an oncoming firestorm.

“It has to do with the fact that I own a piece
of property, that I pay taxes on it, that I live on it
and I can't use it as freely as somebody else on
the other side of a line that was drawn by an
agency that never compensated me for the fact
that they drew the line,” said Rowe.

Many environmental laws affect use of
private property, but none specifically requires
the protection of property rights. The US.
Constitution requires compensation when
private property is taken for public purposes,
and this furthers the important goal of assuring
that individuals like Mr. Rowe are not singled
out to bear heavy burdens that should be allo-
cated among everyone. But many people we lis-
tened to say they don't want the money—they
want their property and the use of it.

They feel government should have to face a
heavier burden of proof than it does now-—justi-
fying that there is a strong public health, welfare
or safety reason for any regulatory action that
prevents citizens from using their property.

Unfunded environmental mandates
Along with the rise in environmental regulation,

many participants at the forums spoke against
the federal government’s growing tendency to
impose new requirements on state and local
governments without providing any funding.
This often means that a state or local jurisdic-
tion must take money from higher-priority pro-
grams—or impose new taxes—to pay for
federally mandated programs cver which they
have little control.

President of the Colorado Senate Tom
Norton attacked the federal government’s
apparent belief that states have an endless
source of revenue when it comes to paying for
federal mandates. In Ohio, for instance, Gov.
George Voinovich reports in NPF's journal
Commonsense that nine cities in his state will
face an added financial burden of $2.8 billion
over the next 10 years from federal environ-
mental mandates.

People across the land insisted that not
only are state and local governments unable to
pay for many of the unfunded or partially
funded federal environmental mandates, they
are in a much better position to implement
logical and innovative programs that would
make far more sense than the federal govern-
ment forcing its own standardized one-size-
fits-all approach.

Since 1970, our
economy has grown
by over 50 percent
and the air and water
are also significantly
cleaner. To maintain
this balance, exces-
sive requlalion must
be avoided.



“Control over the use
of water resources
provided a convenient
starting point. From
there, complaints
turned to wilderness
proposals, the
Endangered Species
Act, attempts to
change grazing,
timber and mining
practices, designa-
tions of wild and
scenic rivers, the
National Biological
Survey, control of
rural roads, preserv-
Ing access to public
lands. ...

“‘it's good to get
back among people
who are real and
understand what gov-
emment should be,’
said Sen. Maicolm
Wallop, R-Wyo.”
—The Sait Lake City
Tribune, 12/16/93.
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~ NATURAL RESOURCES,
AGRICULTURE AND ENERGY

“Lets ask for a policy that takes people into
consideration. Let's recognize the real agenda
of those who are behind the concept of the New
West. The real agenda is more centralized gov-

ermment control, wmore conirol inside
Waskington.—Taylor Brown in Billings, Mont.

While the issues we address are national in
scope and impact, it may come as no surprise
that we were drawn to the West for many of our
early forums. In Billings, Mont., and Salt Lake
City and from the people we listened to from all
across the West, we heard in varied voices and
words the same call for “a policy that takes
people into consideration,”

From ranchers and miners to farmers and
loggers, this council heard a pleading for poli-
cies that put people first. Putting people first,
however, in no way means putting the environ-
ment last.

“My husband and [ were raised to respect the
land, and we were shown that if you take care of
the land, it will take care of you," said Cheri
Jacobson at our Sacramento forum. “My kids,”
rancher Rob Blair told us at our Denver forum,
“are the fifth generation of my people on the
same piece of land. I can’t ruin that piece of land
because I gotta be there next year and next year
and next year and next year—hopefully, they
will also.”

We aiso went to Texas, Louisiana and
Kansas. We listened to people’s ideas and heard
about their success and their problems.
Traveling farther West, though, we began to
hear anger and apprehension from people who
believe a way of life may be coniing to an end as
Washington, in Taylor Brown's words, pursues
its “real agenda” of “more centralized govern-
ment control.”

Practically everywhere we went, we heard
abput property rights. Some folks, mostly
farmers, ranchers, miners and loggers, know the
5th Amendment by heart these days, especially
the part less familiar to Washington that reads
“nor shall private property be taken for public
use without just compensation.”

Public policy: Private and public lands
We heard complaints that federal agencies use
or abuse their power to discourage or prevent
homebuilding, grazing, farming, mining, timber-
ing, recreation, and oil and gas extraction on
public and private lands. With expansive
powers under laws like the Endangered
Species Act, the Clean Water Act and wetlands
regulations, the federal government delays and
sometimes completely stops efforts at rural
development.

Various enterprises are told they are farming
land declared by Washington “unfarmable,”



cutting forests found “uncuttable,” 1.g sites
deemed “unsuitable.” Grazing and farming are
also feeling under assault; the federal govern-
menti’s attempts to diminish the states’ historical
control over water rights imperil them even
more.

Some feel helpless, others rebellicus.
Whether farmers or ranchers or miners, we
heard from folks wherever we went who feel
they are doing right by the land. Yet despite their
good stewardship, they feel their government
makes it impossible for them to stay employed
or in business.

Mary Flanderka—a Western woman whose
logging community has been decimated by
federal timber restrictions and whose family life
has been disrupted because her logger husband
had to go hundreds of miles away to find
work—accused her own government of “child
abuse.” “They are severing families. They are
hreaking them up, and they are creating hard-
ship and stress like you will not believe,”
declared Mary.

Mining

We heard concerns, especially from miners
attending our Reno forum, about efforts in
Congress to amend the basic 1872 mining law to
restrict access to public lands and increase
costs where access is maintained.

Timber

We heard constantly about excesses under
the Endangered Species Act (ESA) as a cause of
economic distress and dislocation in the timber
industry. Many who used to work in the forest
products industry don’t any more, blaming the
ESA as an excessive law that makes it difficult
to strike a balance between species conserva-
tion and people and their jobs.

Grazing fees

On proposed grazing fee increases, we heard
three points being made in each of our Western
forums:

e Fee increases are only the tip of the
iceberg, with increased federal control of public
lands the real issue;

® Fee increases will force small ranchers off
the land, hurting local economies and adding to
social benefit costs;

¢ Ranchers are the best stewards of the envi-
ronmental health of public lands because they
use it year after year for their own livelihood.

“When yon increase grazing fees and when
you take away a family’s ownership in those
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lands, you will most assuredly take away the
incentive for not only the production of those
lands but also for the protection of those lands,”
said J. Paul Brown, a rancher from Ignacio,
Colo., attending our Denver forum,

Western federal water utilization

With little or no sensitivity to the human,
social and economic impacts of such decisions,
we heard of federal re-allocation efforts that
take water primarily from agriculture, a renew-
able economy, and dedicate it to environmental
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It Salina Kan., the

Jorum heard pleas
Jor help to ensure that

American agriculture
has access to the
world’s markets and
to maintain the U.S.
as the breadbasket of
the world.

In Denver and at
other forums in the
West, some attendees

felt helpless and

others outraged
at federal public
lunds policy.
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Futures Trading
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istrator of the Office
of Information and
Regulatory Affairs
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Reagan administra-
tion.
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purpose:‘h as the restoration of fish and
wildlife habitat in the Sacramento delta. Further
atterupts on the part of the federal government
to usurp state water authority by regulatory
expansion of the Clean Water Act has placed an
undue burden and confusion on private and
state water practices.

Energy

On energy, we heard the constant refrain
“too much government regulation.” In Midland,
Texas, we leamed that petroleum refineries
would spend $37 billion in the 1990s complying
with environmental rutes. To put this cost in per-
spective, the entire book value of the U.S, refin-
ing industry is only $31 biltion. Costs of this
magnitude resulting from excessive government
regulation are also stifling the development of
alternative sources of energy.

During our forum in Lafayette, La., Dave
Davis, a drilling contractor, said wetland rules
sometimes force drillers to use expensive and
unnecessary drilling techniques because the
federal wetland regulations do not consider
the value of wetlands. “Let's get science
involved in this.” responded Frank Lyon, who
works for an environmental services firm and
believes that new regulation added hundreds
of dollars to the cost of disposing of oil field
waste while doing little, if anything, to improve
public heaith or the environment. “If it's cost-
effective and it helps human health and
welfare, great,” continued Frank, adding, “but
I'm not sure all of the extra costs we're paying
right now with the new regulations is buying
much more protection.”

While opposing what they view as too much
centralized government control, the oil and gas
industry did offer two suggestions that would be
of immense assistance to that industry and the
consumers it supplies.

* One-seventh of the oil produced in this
country comes from marginal wells that
produce no more than 10 barrels a day. Without
tax or other incentives to keep those wells in
production, their contribution to our national
energy supply, and the jobs they sustain, could
be lost.

e We heard during our Texas and Louisiana
forums that large tracts of offshore and onshore
areas have been put offlimits to oil and gas
development. This denial of access makes no
sense, particularly when one considers that for
every barrel of oil not produced in this country

zmo.must be imported by tanker, the most.
environmentally hazardous method of obtaining
oil supplies.

America’s continuing dependence on foreign
oil is dangerous, but federal regulations and
environmental policies increase this depen-
dence. Good policy would encourage domestic
production of oil and greater use of natural gas
in a variety of applications,

Farming and trade

Farmers are looking to the federal govern-
ment for help in one key area: trade. At our
forums in Salina, Kan., and Bloomington, 1l1,,
farmers said they're asking for direct govern-
mental assistance in helping to ensure access to
world markets. They support the General
Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT) and the
North American Free Trade Agreement
(NAFTA), which they view as the best way to
ensure free and open markets around the
world,

We also heard farmers from the heartiand
universally praise the benefits of the 10-year-old
Conservation Reserve Program (CRP) to the
environment and to coramodity price stabiliza-
tion. Enrotled in CRP, large tracts of lands have
reduced soil and water erosion and increased
the breeding habitat for birds, as well as for
other wildlife. Farmers stressed the need for a
continuation of CRP program authority. While
funding for extenston of all 36 million acres may
not be possible, the program needs to be
extended, with a sharper focus on the most
highly erodable farmiand given priority for
extension.

Awmerican agriculture is the most efficient in
the world and the largest single domestic
industry in our nation. American businesses
engaged in agriculture control more than $1
trillion in assets, employ more than 21 million
people and account for nearly 16 percent of
our nation’s gross domestic product. In 992,
more than $40 billicn: of agriculture products—
roughly one-third of total U.S. exports—were
traded internationally.

For these reasons, it is critical that policies
be implemented that encourage {1.S. agricul-
ture to contimie to produce in an efficient eco-
nomic and environmental manner, with access
to open and fair international markets. Only by
adopting these policies can the United States
maintain its position as “breadbasket to the
world.”
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world. S~. of them echo an attitude about
America that we used to hear more of in
Washington than we do these days: “You ain't
seen nothing yet.”

The importance of the

trading system to competitiveness

The United States’ international trade policy
should be easy to describe: Full support of an
open trading system because it provides the
maximum prosperity for Americans and accel-
erated economic development for free people
throughout the world. Such a policy translates
into smart, aggressive negotiations to cut
tariffs and other nontariff barriers that hinder
our exporters’ ability to reach foreign markets.
It also means measures to reduce our own
taxes, cut red tape that stifles American busi-
nesses needing inexpensive raw materials
from abroad and stop interference with the
freedom of individual Americans to buy the
hest product at the best price.

First, let’s look at why open and free trade is
good. Consumers worldwide are better off if
producers can specialize in what they do best.
The result is greater competition, higher quality
and, ultimately, lower prices.

Trade with other countries is good for the
same reason that free trade between states,
counties, towns and individual people is good.
By making it possible to buy and sell with more
people, it allows us to specialize in what we do
best.

The General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade
(GATT), including the improvements of the
Uruguay Round, must contend with the rapid
changes in China, the countries of the former
Soviet Union and Soviet Bloc, and reunited
Germany. The trading system must allow these
countries to become the province of individual
entrepreneurs whose talents and productivity
are essential. We must build upon the changes
of the GATT round and improve our trade rela-
tionship and trade opportunities with Asia,
Europe and Africa.

Since 1947, international trade policy has
been broadly based on GATT. As a direct conse-
quence of the agreement, the signatory nations
have greatly reduced tariffs, thereby spawning a
boom in the trade of goods.

In recent years, the resulting increase in
world trade, along with positive developments
in communications and transportation, has

crea. trend toward the globalization of pro-
duction. Today, many companies shop the
world for the least expensive components and
ship them to assembly plants located for
maximum efficiency. Many U.S, industries par-
ticipate in this process, and we should welcome
the trend.

Specific issues in the global marketplace
These general principles and trends help us
understand and analyze specific problems.
Consider, first, the future of the international
trading system. The recently compieted
Uruguay Round has led to a broad agreement to
liberalize world trade further and establish per-
manent institutions designed to streamline the
process for international trade dispute settle-
ment. The Uruguay Round modifications to the
GATT are significant improvements to the struc-
ture of the world trading system. The United
States must use its pre-eminent pgcsition in the
world to ensure full approval and implementa-
tion of the Uruguay Round.

The North American Free Trade Agreement
(NAFTA) modei should be expanded beyond
Mexico to Central and South America and then
to the modernizing countries of Asia. These
areas will account for a significant portion of
U.S. export growth in future years. On the polit-
ical front, NAFTA promises to provide Mexico
with an economic and symbolic anchor to
secure recent advances in democracy and free
markets. On the economic front, it is a blueprint
for irade relations between industrialized
economies and their developing neighbors, The
idea of hemispheric free trade was launched by
President Reagan with Canada and extended to
Mexico by President Bush in NAFTA—both
with the 21st century in mind.

American trade policy should continue to
promote the movement to a market economy
in China and the countries of the former
Soviet Union and Soviet Bloc, being careful
about export of strategic materials that
threaten the United States. We must encour-
age secure legal foundations for property and
contracts in these countries and provide the
bulk of assistance in the form of enhanced
trade opportunities.

Our trade relationships with Asia during
the Clinten administration can be character-
ized as a series of mixed signals that threat-
ened to divert action from the more important



task of opening new markets. The Clinton
administration policy has lacked credibility
and consistency, produced frustration and ill
will on both sides, and left the financial
markets contused.

Recently, positive actions have been taken
with Japan and on Chinas “most favored
nation” (MFN) status. But world uncertainty
remains. Our goal should be expanding the
opportunity for American products. services
and financial resources in the Asian markets.

Regarding our important trade relationship
with Japan, the administration has fortunately
abandoned, at least for the present, the mis-
guided and often counterproductive demand
for numerical targets on Japan's imports.
These efforts were {lawed because numerical
targets tend to limit our sales to the targeted
level, which is usually lower than what our
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cntrepreneurs could achieve if the market
were open, Also., market-share agreements
encourage the formation of international
cartels in a market that needs no new incen-
tives for collusion. Such agreements would
strengthen the role of already powerful
Japanese bureaucrats.

Our bilateral trade imbalance with Japan has
two major sources. First, the overall organiza-
tion of the Japanese economy limits the total
demand of Japanese consumers and businesses
for foreign imports. Permanent Japanese tax
cuts and greater government/public sector
investment—that is truly open to toreign suppli-
ers—are significant parts of the solution.
Second, at the industrial level, where American
exporters are most concerned, importation of
American goods, services and capital faces a
wide array of barrters.



America needs a
trade, tax and regula-
tory environment that
allows American
indusiry to take

Sull advantage of its
competitive
strengths, because the
Americans we heard
Jrom told us that they
are ready to meet the
challenge of compet-
ing in the global
marketplace.
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Our trade negotiators shoutd put debates
over numbers aside and focus on real, sustain-
able improvements in market access that
address these problems. To sharpen U.S. com-
petitiveness, we must be allowed to compete.

With regard to the rest of Asia, our trade
policy should stress the Asia Pacific Economic
Cooperation Forum launched by the Bush
administration to create a conunon econcmic
framework to assist Pacific trade.

The current administration has wielded
the linkage of trade relations and diplomatic
objectives as a crude policy tool that threatens
U.S. exports. With China, this tool is particu-
larly likely to injure our exporters as weil as
fail to achieve its diplomatic goals. Asia con-
tains many of the biggest and fastest-growing
world economies. The administration should
not put American prosperity at risk in an
attempt to support its failed international rela”™
tions efforts.

The need for leadership in

global competitiveness

The recent trade milestones reached by the
current administration are actually the culmina-
tion of 12 years of concerted Republican leader-
ship in trade. The NAFTA victory in Congress

relied heavily on broad Republican support.
More than three-quarters of the Republicans in
Congress voted for NAFTA, while fewer than
half of the Democrats did so. The administration
has continued on two Republican trade policies
but, unfortunately, does not practice the
Republican tax, regulatory and budget
restraints that would also promote U.S. trade
competitiveness. Only the whole package can
ensure long-term prosperity.

The world needs U.S. leadership to ensure a
trading system that provides growth for all
nations. We must demand complete national
treatment and market access for all our compa-
nies abroad if we are to ensure long-term pro-
tection for cur prosperity. Our inventiveness,
industriousness and intellectual property are
our true gifts as a nation; we must protect the
property rights to their fruits at home and
abroad.

America needs a trade, tax and regulatory
environment that allows Ametican industry to
take full advantage of its competitive strengths,
allowing the American people an economy with
the maximum efficiency, prosperity and
freedom. The American people we heard from
told us that they are ready to meet the challenge
of competing in the global marketplace.



LISTENISNG T AMERICY 5

U.S. LEADERSHIP IN £
CHANGING WORLD

“The probiem T osee s that qee don’t e o
doreign policy.”—Drian leving o Favetreville,
N

Fven while they express concern abonr domes-
tie, social and ceononue probleris, we hear from
Americans the abading convietion that, Tandae
mientadly, therr conntry s strone buat the world is
ragile—as mmeh as ever in need ol 5 stirong
American hand and a0 clear Amenciin voice,
Those who think this nation’s focus on Ameriea’s
problems is an exclusive one either aren’t listen-
it o don’t understand whan they hear

Fnfortimately, it s ne exaggeration to say
that miny we histen 1o agree with the gentleman
from Faveteviile guoted ahove: dmenen seems
10 have no toreign policy,

Fifteen vedrs e, Amencans worried hat
the United States was being displaced i workd
affairs—ihat Amereas position as o leader aoud
as a model was m jeopardy:. From both policcat
panties came foreeful remvinders ot the traths
Amenci stoad for—ltree peaple. Tree socielies
aned Mree markets —and the necessity thar we
speatl these traths clearly. T the years merven-
ing. those worttes abated as America foued her
vaice agan and the wortd Listened and walls fell,

We find todiay i reional mood similar to tha
carlier time. Prowd and worried at the same
ume. Americans wonder abont our place in the

world. Concerned thar we are contriburning 1o an
crosion of our own strength, some are even
more wortied that we are losing onr voice—
that, more than ever betore, we have imihs o
telt i this post-Cold Wi world,

the
Americans that their sovernment is gl too sure

There is also sense we o eel [rom
of its abilily 10 influence the behavior ol this
nation’s 250 million tree people-—-abowt health
vare, for example, Wostern land use or econor-
1es—but is dangerously timid abowt s abiliny to
influence the world and especially the behavior
ol the rvranis and the parnahs inoi,

In an cpochal development, 1the Soviel
crupire was brought (o the point of exhanstion
and collapse without war, This wis no historical
accident. Nor was it wholly the result of internal
weakness of the Sovier svstent. Vo The cont riTy,
itwas, in krge measure, the result of compe-
tent, principled. American feadership rooted i
tite-tested truths and i serious, reaistic jssoss-
ment of ULSinterests and the threas 1o those
nterests.

As we have listened 1o Americans, we have
[esuned one overriding fessone Amerieats Kiow
that thelr securtty, prospoerity and well-being
depend upen continued  American leadership
and eredibility,

The inattention, confusion and  weakiess
that has yarked the first vear and o badf of the

“In response to audi-
ence guestions and
comments about the
roie of America in the
world, Lugar said this
nation cannot turn
isolationist and avoid
seeking a safer world
if it wants to expand
trade and improve the
economy at home.”
-—South Bend (ind.}
Tribune, 3/20/94.
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Clinton .inistration's foreign policy has
caused ordinary Americans to wonder where
the nation is headed.

We believe that the dichotomy assumed by
this administration between foreign policy and
domestic policy is a false one; a successful
foreign policy is indispensable to improving the
quality of Americans’ lives at home.

We stand for the use of means that will
accomplish U.S. national goals. We stand for
leadership. Those we have heard around the
country have told us that if the United States
does not lead, no one else can or will.

We stand for clear-cut articulation of our
national interests. In particular, discussions
we've held across America have led to the fol-
lowing resolutions.

Redefining NATO’s role

in post-Cold War Europe

NATO provided the security foundation upon
which Europe rebuilt itself and the economties of
Europe and the United States grew stronger and
more interdependent. NATO remains crucial
today. However, NATO needs a clearer definition
of its responsibilities and its potential member-
ship. NATO should redefine its role to suit
post-Cold War Europe and adopt a new purpose:
the creation of a whole, free and secure Europe.
We should provide a road map, including specific
conditions and timetables, for the admission of
selected countries of Eastern Europe into NATO.
While Russia has joined Clinton's “Partnership
for Peace,” it should not be allowed to exercise
any veto over NATO's future, granted a special
role within the NATO alliance or a more privi-
leged relationship than any of the other partners,

A policy of ‘patient realism’ with Russia
We favor a sober, unromantic view of Russia’s
possible futures—and a U.S. military capability
to match that more realistic view. We favor a
palicy that leaves no doubt in the mind of any
future Russian leader that a return of Russia’s
imperial activity against its newly independent
neighbors or a resumption of military competi-
tion with the United States would be a tragic
mistake. Pafient realism is the best long-term
basis for our relationship with Russia.

U.S. military preparedness
and independence
The United States has often worked together

witl'.nds and allies to advance our comman
goals. We should continte to do so wherever
and whenever it serves American interests. But
we should never let American poticy become
hostage to multilateral institutions and unsound
international agreements. Republicans place
high priority on the lives of the American men
and women who serve in the armed forces and,
therefore, on proper command structure, suffi-
cient quality and quantity of armaments, readi-
ness and clearly defined missions.

Global security against nuclear war

To meet the need for a worldwide commitment
to halt the spread of nuclear weapons and their
missile delivery systems, the United States will
require a more broadly based approach
demanding active U.S. leadership to enhance
regional and global security. We must lead in
preventing the spread of nuclear weapons to
outlaw regimes like North Korea, Iraq, [ran and
Libya. In extreme cases we must be prepared to
act with force if necessary and unilaterally if
required.

We should break the bureaucratic logjam
slowing U.S. assistance to Russia and the other
newly independent states and get on with the
cooperative task of identifying, controlling, and
disposing of their nuclear materials. Of the $1.2
billion authorized by the Nunn-Lugar legisiation,
to date only $117 million has been made avail-
able, with an additional $900 miilion for which
contracts have been written but funds not yet
obligated. We should rapidly deveiop effective
antimissile defenses to protect the American
people, American forces and our key allies.

A NAFTA-like agreement with

the Pacific Basin

The United States is as much a Pacific power as
an Atlantic power. American interests are
served by helping to ensure that competition in
Asia remains the cconomic compelition of
friends and aiiies and not the political and mili-
tary competition of adversaries. The (lnited
States must maintain a strong military presence
in the Pacific as a tangible sign of our conunit-
ment to the security of the region.

We find renewed confidence among
Americans that we can compete successfully in
a world without trade barriers. New negotia-
tions should be undertaken immediately to
expand NAFTA throughout Latin America to



form a Western Hemisphere free trade agree-
ment, a goal envisaged in President Bushs
Enterprise for the Americas Initiative. This
should be followed by attempts to secure a
NAFTA-like agreement with Japan and other
countries. The expansion of trade is by far the
best way to assist the development of the
economies of the Western Hemisphere and else-
where. Economic growth and job creation in
less developed countries is gne sure means to
moderate the flow of illegal immigrants to the
United States, which is causing hardship in a
number of communities and states.

Democratization and

the protection of human rights

The creation of market economies and world-
wide economic growth is the best basis for
substantial democratization and the protection
of human rights. Democratization occurred in
the 1980s because the United States and its
allies pressed forward effectively, not only with
high-sounding words but with serious commit-
ments to support democratic movements and
integrate new democracies into the political
economy of the free world. A successful
human rights policy depends not on shrill

rhetoric, but on active and credible U.S.
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involvement abroad.

Foreign aid for friendly nations

Foreign assistance will be effective only if its
purposes and the means to achieve those pur-
poses are clearly defined. For friendly nations
prepared to adopt responsible policies, there is
a role for foreign assistance that not only
improves life in recipient countries but also
stimulates U.S. exports, domestic industries and
job creation.

We believe the hollow threats that have
increasingly come to pass for the Clinton admiin-
istration’s foreign policy are the worst possible
form of diplomacy. Indeed, it is self-defeating
and certainly no substitute for real leadership.
Americans we've heard from believe that when
a threat is made, it must be credible; when a
decision is made to use U.S. power, we must do
so with sufficient force to accomplish our goals
at the least cost of lives and then terminate the
engagement. These decisions in the future will
require what they called for in the past—an
American president and a foreign policy team
that are visionary, principled, engaged, compe-
tent and credible.

We heard that the
U.S. must take an
nctive leadership role
10 enhance regional
and global security.
We must lead in pre-
renting the spread of
nieclear weapons and
use foree if necessary
and wnitaterally if
required.
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“*ASSURING AMERICA'S

SECURITY

“One of the bills that is going to be paid won't
be dollars, this is going to be paid in lives."—
Charles Nichols in San Diego, Calif.

“I'm extremely concerned about the economic
structure that supported our military, the
industrial structure. What is happening to
them?"— Al Wheatley in Fayetteville, N.C.

“m Fayetteville—whenever there is some type
of conflagration, we feel it first. The casualties
[are] our neighbors, our own people.”— Col.
Carlyle Woofer, USA (Ret.) in Fayetteville, N.C.

Americans have woridwide interests that their
government must protect. The first, and by no
means the last, of these is freedom.

As the world grows more interconnected,
our interesis extend well beyond protecting our
own shores. The security, well-being and very
future of America are inextricably linked to
overseas markets, resources, trading partners,
friends and allies. Global conditions may be
changing, but the need for American constancy,
eredibility and strength—in short, for American
leadership—is unchanged.

There are those (many of them in the admin-
istration) who say that with the Cold War over,
America can lay down its intemational respon-
sibilities and let other nations take the lead.

Those who take this view have not been lis-
tening to America. We have—and what we offer
here reports on what we've heard and the major
conclusions we've drawn from it.

The National Policy Forum’s public meetings
on defense confirt what recent public opinion
poils indicate: Americans, perceiving new and
serious challenges to American interests over-
seas, are concerned that Clinton administration
security policies are rapidly reducing our ability
to deal with such challenges—even as the need
to do so is growing, thanks in part to the damage
being done to America's international leader-
ship and prestige.

The most serious deficiencies in the Clinton
administration security policies are outlined
below.

The demobilization of

the U.S, armed forces

Significant reductions in U.S, defense spending
had been planned and implemented before the
inauguration of Bill Clinion as president. Since
then, deeper cuts have been made, Budget cuts
proposed by the Clinton administration will
bring expenditures on our armed forces down
42 percent from 1985 levels (adjusted for infla-
tion) to just 2.8 percemt of gross domestic
product. If carried out, these reductions will
bring our security investments in the military



and its supporting industrial capability down to
a level not seen since before Pearl Harbor.

Our active and reserve forces are being cut
by nearly one-half. Those that remain face
increasingly serious shortfalls in readiness and
sustainability reminiscent of the “hollow mili-
tary” of the late 1970s.

One measure of the gravity of this situation:
the United States will soon be at the point—if it
isn’t already—where it can no ionger perform
the sort of global power projection mission
entailed in Operation Desert Storm. At best,
with today’s defense capabilities it would take
appreciably longer and cost substantially more,
notably in terms of American lives, than it did to
defeat Saddam in 1990-91.

If current trends continue, we will be still
less prepared to deal with such a contingency a
year or two from now. This is particularly true if,
as seems likely, we will face threats from more
dangerous weaponry (such as weapons of mass
destruction), have less preparation time, are
confronted with even tougher logistical chal-
lenges or have to contend with more than one
military contingency simultaneously.

The deconstruction of

key security-related institutions
Compounding its erosion of vital defense capa-
bilities is the Clinton administration’s aggressive
weakening—and in some cases dismantling—of
the institutions and arrangements upon which
we in the United States and those in the West,
more generally, relied upon for our collective
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security during much of the period since the end
of World War [I. Dismissed as “antiques of the
Cold War,” these institutions—for example,
NATO, the Strategic Defense Initiative, the mul-
tilateral export control mechanism COCOM,
programs to ensure our government could func-
tion despite nuclear attack, and Radio Free
Ewrope and Radio Liberty—may prove to be
every bit as important in the “post-Cold War”
world. Unfortunately, the task of reconstituting
these assets will be an exceedingly difficult and
time-consuring one—if it can be done at all.
Worse yet, this damage is being com-
pounded by the Clinton administration's
embrace of new and flawed institutions and
arrangements that are simply not up to the
tasks before us. Most of these derive from the
administration’s over commitment to muitilat-
eralism. This administration is allowing

At our several defense
Jorums we heard that
in some areas we are
comprehensively and
unilaterally elimi-
nating vital national
security capabilities.

One measure of the
gravity of the demobi-
lization of the U.S.
armed forces is that
we will soon be at the
point—if we are not
there already—when
we can no longer
perform the sort of
global power projec-
tion mission entailed
in Operation Desert
Storm.
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||nprow.ultilmoral institutional arrange-
ments to define military missions. develop the
ruies on use of force, control our troops and
certain key defense resources, and compromise
vital intelligence sources and capabilities,
These new institutional arrangements will
further impinge upon America’s diminishing
ability to act unilaterally, should it need to do so.
The United States may also find it very difficult
1o extricate itself from the precedents and
entanglements arising from them,

Unilateral disarmament

In some arcas, we are comprehensively and
utiilaterally eliminating vital national security
capabilities.

For example, the United States has com-
pleted 90 percent of the reductions in straregic
arms vequired by the START 1 Treaty—even
though that treaty is not yet in force and despite
the fact that Russia has not made anything like
comparable reductions in its arsenal of some
27,000 nuclear weapons.

Meanwhile, the linited States has stopped
production of nuclear weapons and is losing the
capability 1o do so. The highly skilled person-
nel—whaose ahility to perform research, devel-
apment and testing an nuclear weapons-refated
technologics is essential to fielding a credible
nuclear deterreni—are also being lost. We are
without a reliable domestic source of the
radioactive gas, tritium, that is essential to main-
taining our nuclear stockpile over the medium
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to lo’m‘m. These trends are worrying in them-
selves, but they are especiatly troubling at a time
when others are working hard to obtain nuclear
weapons, when Russia’s future policies remain
uncertain and when the commitment of both
Russia and Ukraine to fully implement the
START treaties is in doubt.

It was never a good idea to remain vuinerable
to Soviet nuclear weapons and, as the Scud
missile attacks on Israel and Saudi Arabia in the
Persian Gulf War demonstrated 1o the whole
world, it is never a good idea to be vulnerable to
Saddam Hussein, Muammar Qadhafi, Kim 11
Sung, Vladimir Zhirinovsky or others like them.
Our security should depend not on the “rea-
soned” restraint of such unreasonable people
hut on effective defensive weapons under our
control.

Unfortunately, disarmament is not limited to
the nuclear area. (Gen. Joseph P. Hoar, the com-
mander-in-chief of the V.S, Centrai Command,
recently told Congress: “Strategic lift in this
country is broken right now.” He said the short-
age of giant long-range military cargo planes
and fast cargo ships is so severe that the military
would be hard pressed to fight even one war.

This situation will only be aggravated by
inpending budget cuts, deferred modernization
and the planned assignment of American air and
sealift asscts ta the United Nations.

More generally, we see an inability to use the
military etfectively, a strange reluctance on the
part of this administration to allow and empower



our military to prevail, and to prevai.isively,
in military operations. This phenomenon was
disturbingly evident in the Somalia catastrophe.

Diversion of military resources to nonmili-
tary tasks

The detrimental effects of deep cuts in defense
spending are being exacerbated by the Clinton
administration’s efforts to assign new nonde-
fense functions—and budgetary burdens—to
the Pentagon. Among these are billions of
dollars being spent on defense conversion,
emergency humanitarian relief, and peacekeep-
ing, environmental and health research activi-
ties. The diversion of resources and personnel
entailed in such functions amounts to a further
hidden reduction in the investment in and readi-
ness of our nation’s combat forces.

Demoralization of the American military
Taken together, the foregoing are having a pre-
dictable and very undesirable impact on the
morale of our armed forces, Test scores for
recruits are falling, and some services are
having difficuity meeting their enlistment goals.
In our forums, we heard parents of prospective
recruits—parents who are themselves serving
in the military—admit that they were discourag-
ing their children from enlisting. These are
warning signs that our military may once again
be unable to attract and keep the high-quality
personnel it requires.

The mission of military forces is to fight and
win wars. Judgments about social policy as they
affect the military must take this into account.
The social experimentation imposed upon the
armed forces by the Clinton administration,
taken together with grave uncertainties about
future pay and advancement opportunities, is
eroding not only the willingness to serve in the
military but the readiness of those who do.

A strategy for safety and peace

We believe these dubious security policies are
as dangerous as they are unacceptable to the
American people. They are certain to expose
the United States to grave risk; their weakness
may invite war.

We propose a clear alternative to the Clinton
administration’s approach to national secu-
rity—a strategy that has served America well in
the past and that is sure to be required if we are
to live in safety and peace in the future.
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This strategy is based upon
¢ Firm, reliable U.S. leadership;

¢ A strong national defense establishment
with industrial and intelligence capabilities suf-
ficient to project American power credibly
where necessary to defend our worldwide
interests;

¢ A robust network of American-led alliances
and security relationships;

e An unshakable commitment to promote
and safeguard freedom, democracy and human
dignity.

We, and the citizens we listened to and heard,
would reverse the trend toward a hollow mili-
tary and assure that our nation could once again
fight and win a Desert Storm—should we be
obliged to do so—together with allies if possi-
ble, alone if necessary.

We would again accord high priority to main-
taining the readiness, morale and qualitative
edge of our military. We wouwld again move
rapidly to protect this country and our allies,
friends and troops overseas against the threat of
ballistic and cruise missile attacks. We would
again use our armed forces only when appropri-
ate and in a manner designed to ensure their
success. Finally, we would not entrust our inter-
ests, our forces or our freedom of action to
nations or institutions that do not share our
values or competence.

We believe that these are the defense capa-
bilities and strategy that the nation requires. We
believe, moreover, that the American people
deserve and expect no less.

Y s .

The mission of the
military forces is to
Jight and win wars,
The social experimen-
lation imposed

upon the armed
Jorces by the Clinton
adminstration is
eroding not only the
willingness to serve
in the military but
the readiness of those
who do.

“America needs a
strong military, but
shouldn’t forget those
who have already
served, speakers told
a forum Wednesday
sponsored by a
Republican policy
group.”
—Fayetteville (N.C.}
Observer-Times,
5/12/94,
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THOUGHTS

Listening to America, the task the National
Policy Forum set for itself, is a very big under-
taking. Just glancing over this report should
make that clear.

To be sure, the task is logistically complex.
it involves thousands of people and dozens of
meetings all over the country. But it is
complex in other ways, more important ways
as diverse as the people we met and the issues
they discussed.

To begin this summary, mindful of that com-
plexity, the obvious question arose:

Where do we start?

Our answer came from the heart: We started
with some of the people we met along the
way-—and listened to and leammed from. We
started with individual Americans who, without
even trying, elevated our view of what this
people and their democracy can do.

¢ We started with Gail Davis, a woman we
met in Detroit who used to depend on welfare.
Now she runs her own business. She employs
more than 50 people, and she, and they, support
themselves and their families with work, not
welfare.

e And we started with Joan Fredericks,
whom we met in Virginia. There, we talked
about crime, but she reminded us powerfully
that we were really talking about people—and
justice. She held up a picture of her son, herself
and her husband, a Marine slain not a year
before by carjackers—and called it softly, “a
picture of what my family used to look like.”

¢ And we started with Taylor Brown, a
rancher and broadcaster in Montana who
spoke about land use and the environment. He
asked for “a policy that takes people into con-
sideration"—and he doesn’t think that's too

much for free people to ask from a representa-
tive gavernment,

e And we started with Bill Thomas, in
Greensboro, declaring his "unhyphenated” pride
that he was “an American."

e And we started with Utah County
Commissioner Gary Herbert who asked us to
take his message back to Washington: “One size
doesn't fit all” and we should let local people
and local officials make “local decisions that
will correct local problems.”

e And we started with Thelma Moton who
told us in Little Rock that even if she couldn’t
change official Washington's counterproductive
approach to teen pregnancy (she had tried), she
was determined to make a difference in
Conway, her Arkansas hometown (and she has).

Even before we met these citizens, we knew
that listening to America could not be a casual
endeavor. It would require care and thought and
a seriousness on our part that matches the seri-
ousness of those to whom we would listen.

The people we heard from are very serious
about the concerns they raise. They insist that
the problems they face are the problems of real
life in the real world, and they tell us that poli-
tics and government often seem removed from
real life. They think they deserve better—and
increasingly, they are in a mood to demand it. In
short, they want their politics to be serious and
get real.

Out of all the complexity we encountered,
some simple propositions emerge. There oughi.
to be more victors like Gail Davis and fewer
victims like Joan Fredericks.

Impatient Americans have come to think
politics should mean figuring out whatever it
takes to achieve that goal. They believe govern-



can be more Gail Davis triumphs and more
security so there will be fewer Joan Fredericks
tragedies. They know that govemment can
scmetimes advance in that right direction; toco
often, they complain, it gets in the way or
achieves the opposite.

We encountered resentment and frustration
with government. We heard repeatedly that it's
too big and tries to do too much. These were not
theoretical complaints; we heard example after
specific example—Ilots of infuriating detail.

But we also came across example after
example of local—and sometimes individual—
efforts to solve problems and help people. From
people like Greg Alex of Seattle, whose work
with the homeless uses no govermment funds,
we heard that even if government isn't the
answer, answers can be found. From many we
heard two messages:

The first message to us turns out to be a
contemporary update of an old American creed:
there are important tasks people believe
strongly they should do themselves, and gov-
emment ought not to intrude or interfere with
them.

Their second message, born of experience
and prudence, is that most of these tasks should
be done in a particular way: One at a time. One
child at a time, for example, or one family at a
time, one block and one neighborhood at a time,
OF one patient at a time, or one business and one
job at a time.

As Kate O’Beirne, one of our council
members, put it, “Need I state the obvious:
Washington doesn’t have the answers; in fact
Washington doesn't even know what the ques-
tions are.” Obvious or not, she had it exactly
right, which is why the room in Little Rock
exploded with applause when she said it.

Obscuring the two messages mentioned
above is a confusion in much of politics and
government today. The people we talked to see
this confusion—and they resent it. It is simply
this: Too many people, elected or appointed to
run the government, think they are running the
country.

The Americans we listened to would rather
that task be left to them.

And with good reason, we discovered. We
went looking for ideas, and we found them—
ideas for local, private action to help people
from Seattle and Orlando and numerous points
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ment should create more opportuni‘) there in between; ideas for reducin.e size and

scope of government came alike from
Indianapolis and Massachusetts and other out-
posts of the American spirit; ideas for improving
education—focusing more on the needs of chil-
dren and less on the needs of school systems—
came from parents and teachers everywhere.

On topics from property rights to job cre-
ation, from tax reduction to the use of sound
science in regulatory decisions, we found solid
ideas. These are rooted—as our system of gov-
ermmment is supposed to be rooted—in the
common sense of people, in their widespread
determination to look less to govermment for
answers and to simply try to help each other
out, and in the wisdom their experience brings.

We started out with some admitted precon-
ceptions about America and its people, and our
convictions about them were confirmed with
every forum. This is what we think is true:

* America is a good country with good
people in it. There may be more sophisticated
ways to say that, but we will use plain words.
Though we think this truth apparent, it is chal-
lenged these days by the confusions of political
correctness and often obscured by the weight of
the nightly news. Qur Free Individuals in a Free
Society council is right in saying this, right to
remind us all what should be obvious.

¢ Qurs is a strong country, not just economi-
cally but spiritually and politically. Yet the world
is fragile, peace is delicate, the times are dan-
gerous. Our councils on U.S. leadership in a
changing world and on assuring America’s secu-
rity are right to remind us of this.

e Qurs is still the country the world admires
and looks to for leadership. Like the National
Policy Forum, the world listens to America. So
this nation has to lead, and its leaders have to be
careful and thoughtful about what they say—
not just because the world is listening but
because cur own children are.

These simple truths run counter to the
thinking fashionable in some quarters, that
America is unsure of itself these days and
Americans divided. We think, from what we've
heard so far, that most Americans are together,
at least on this: They still dare to say, “We hold
these truths...”

Michael E. Baroody
President
National Policy Forum
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